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REV. tiK*rARD T. P. POPE, AND THE Kl f. THOMAS MAGUIRE. 
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Tlioje ONE God ; and \ ^ 


're is none othej^ but be.” — M ark xii. 32, 

'• A 


“ The (loctrino of thoTrin**. «PP<'ar.s to me so oV/viously unsrnptura],<th;)t. I am 
pretty s«r«*, from vnv . s;><'ri''ncp and that of oOu'rs, no .“T.r d of 

inoroiv rouimoii srnso, Cil totind its nnscrijrtur.'i!itv allora nti th' liif.il ••tiuiv of 
‘he Old and New Te>r nnont^, unless previousiv improVsed in tli * (';’rly t'art of hi.s 
liv . with creeds and Ci>rTns ofVit.xch proparnig the ,vav tt) that dc eti inc." Rmi^whun 
Hoy's I-i,.:' /tor <<, T). dal, • 


xmnv EDITJON, WITH COr<SIEEnABI.B ADBlTZONci. 
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U. HUNtAr, LONDON; 

SMITH, DfBI.lVf KING AND 
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TO 


RAMMOHUN ROY, 

THE LEARNED CHRISTIAN BRAHMIN, 

WHOSE WRITINGS, 

UISTINGUISHED AS THEY ABE BY MILDNESS AND STRENGTH, 
BY A CRITICAL KNOWLEDGE 
5 OF XHB 

ORIENTiiL LANGUAGES AND OF THE SACRED SCRIPTURES^ 

« ■ 

ABLY DEFEfTD AND CONVINCINGLY DEMONSTRATE 

THE ^ 

GREAT DOCTRINE OF THE BIBLE, 

i0 (Dne: 





tn'Hoa. 



As to personality !n God— a trinity of persons, I think it the mosi 
absurd of all absurdities; and, in iny opinion, a man who*hat]i brought 
himself to b^Herc the popular doctrine of the Trinity, /mi/i t/'gie all his v^orh ; 

for after that there can be nothing har3*«*-:;nothing ine^ident^ tlje more un- 

• v 

intelligible, the more credible; and as this serves ^^he purple ^f producing 
implicit faith in pretended guides, priests wijf alwa;Jit^fy‘’*4o keep it iri 
credit, “ . - 



PREFACE 

TO 'l l I 111 FIRST EDrriON. 


— m 

■'riiE wiileAf the following ilssay divides iill Christians into 
two de^()niiuaUpi:^l_Uiiitari and Trinit^^vions^, Witli their 

interfen^, it enough, at 

prosent^ contend for of C, .: t^one, ajul be- 

ijcvftig fba^verv f*oin il .it doctriiit:, l-:« a per- 

v.ersior; of ' i§^ and tM. '? ! of i >■ hokilo to 

4€,4\-.ligio' • follower )V.-r of iirius or 

^ jV-^0lnPsrlcy;/Dti^^ irdJng the Ser'ptnrcs, with 

RkA! th * entdes, he le.l ofs vihatever 

d(^ct: -dgcH ro l)^|fae, and ivjeei- wJiatever Ik ean, prove to 

be inuttL'r iu M^;region h SfoMiid, nor by likr names 

U d, Thore'^j|®bamed aM]>jousra(^ui the great 

Ciir^tifn. where can, by 

the ,{Ij; aiffilbiSld Jto collect into one focus 

whaFoer sdiittercl rajasof f ' • rtiWer 
cle^i whether tlmv tonaifetol " Ge- 

^ T''^'g5''' ' 

• ‘‘ ^ re'-'Hons. of 

In ,; Vfr, ?j th< chore;- •.. ' a musfetU j^s^nient 

or f ^|res‘-rvmig n ficord h in^«ii|^.sed . A 

and true (h.ai, |;;nd that a rich 
rewai-<ler ( >f* ntly seek tdru, ‘ and in^^T^ijia Christ 

;bis well-: on,' eternal to 

couiiniiml^ lat^^aritv, whi<^|i tb% in-. 

- hj^ired ‘dares tO*be |'aitb and iftpe^aiu] 

, iv}ih<>m rr is no ChristiaJifif |(l be '. ulBfeeiir boiid 

offratern ailection, ar.oong f? W^ould, he follow^Ts of 

Christ, mime only, bur. ii in truth, Yaiitariau 

^h)‘isUi otf.er con ii tries, ar<J wisfl^^g'l^lhis conifictioiK 
'Jpt thi ill 'Iijelann follow fh^Jaait^^ a«id quit their 

<pir,:,tion», couceil^fhg Nvldch ibey can- 
not come to a perfect agreement ; and which, ihenlbre, shohld he 
deemed of very inferior imponance. All wlio do not em])race the 
doctrine of .tlic Trinity, are ranked ‘by tlicir o])|)onents in one 
class; and whether they b(‘ Arians or nick-named Sociiiiaiis, are 
all alike said to be infected with* lej)rosy »HJid h(‘iesy : for, that 
theidogicul phantom know n hy\^lfc nauK‘ of Orthodox v, that li(‘te- 
rogoneous compnuud of eiTor;)t^ud coulnidictions, like Popery, 
deems itself iiifullihle ; andhuike^Shuo disliiiclion among those who 
separate from its communion, ll brands ihem all with d.ename 



Soci’iilins, l}i()u^}l, in triilli, tiiorc is no Su{;iiiiaiiisiJi in livianj’, 
nur any aj)yr(>xiinuti(>n to it, cxcopt aiiion/j;- wlio dcu laini 

against it most loudly. Uut tlic word “ Sociiiiau'’ l)a.s Ixa-onii' an 
nindisivitalilc term oi l Oj>roacli, and is !o tlie diseiples of ( ’alvin 
and of tlio Pop(‘, wluit tliu term Nazarent; was to the IMiansees of 
old. Idle same spirit wliicli pronitiled (he \\'ords, “ Can any giaul 
tiling come out of Nazaretli P'* and '•' iiook and see, for onl of Ca- 
li](‘e aris(;th no propliit,” lias lost no pailieh* of ils liudignity in ll.e 
lapse of eighteen hinulrcd years. 

II is not witliont tlie most pandni re]u<'(anee, ti it th(‘ Author 

has entered into the stormy region o.f eondovi'isy, for he gn iitly 
prefers ipiiet and I, lie shade, lint there arc timu|-'^nd^)Kd*asions 
\vlien sih'iiee would lie criminal ; ^nd lieing eonsiilc) etl as denoting 
either a vrant of conlid('n<:e in tlic trtlili^ or of ahility to defend 
it, miglit seem to givi^ sanetion i&\nd enrveney to i!rror. OI‘a!l 
deiioinination.s of Christian.; in (hls^;oiintiw,^ii‘;.‘iu’, except (lu‘ 
Sod'/ f! of [’'ritvidsj is less prone to give lain that to which 

he heh/ijgs. ddieir love of ])ea.e<; lots often i o('S ‘d them to (lie 
(diarge of indifieri'i'ce. Notu ilhslanding llii.s, liny are not in- 
(lidl rent. d’lieir zeal, indeed, is seldom tlisplayed in thmnhn-, 
and liglitning, and hiimslone-hail ; it hin n;', with a calm and 
steady heat; and may, perliaps, if mucli excited, Jie Vimllcd into 
a blaze. W’hen tlieii* teneU are stigmatized as ](‘j>rosies and sold- 
destroying heresies,^ by ihosi^ who sei' them ogiy willi a '"mind 
diseaseil,” and ""a jaundiced eyW’ and throngli Sie disiorUng and 
discolouring ntedium of hinuaircreeds>» they tlmd^ it thiar duty 
to show that, to the sound vision of nyny n ,^,.,^■'*'<^1 the clea"!^ light 
of the Gospel, they a])pearto be tlie ’diiest oiit-llow - 

ings of evangelical truth, ^'hey vrel, unless 

tlicir repose be a provocation: afid u > y assailed, 

they >var not with mfei, hut with fali ' < or Mr. Pope 

avd Ml'* Mjiguire, the Author cntertaiiX>»^ .luments Init those 
oflviiulness. Jle admires the zeal and tahmts of Loth, and only 
laments, tliat they have ifot been e^ipToyed in wliat be Avoiild 
esteem a ketter cause. — But tluur controversy lias not been nn- 
profiuiblc. In tlu? collision of ibeir argumcnls, the sparks i)f 
divine truth have Icajied forth, and formed a bright and radiant 
glory round the brow of Uiiilariaii (.^diristiaiiity. 'i’hoiigh regarded 
])y the one as a leper, and by the otiter as a lieretic, he w ishes 
them health and liajipiness; and liopes to he recognized at a 
Jiigllar Irihanal than tlieirs, as a iyorsln]>per of the true God, and 
a sihrCn*, tJiougli huinhle follower of (dirist. Truth is his ohject 

s well as theirs. Let tlie eandid decide, wdiieh of tlit;nws lartliest 
from the mark. 

III a land of liberty, all have an e(pial right to defend their re- 
ligioiis opinions ; and it is inijvwlive on tlie advocate of Truth, 
wjjen her interests call iiirii fortlJl to as.sei t his right, and wing a 
shaft against error, wherever it i|^iscofered, w he diev perched upon 
a mitre or nestling in the tripu! crown. 
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Atho . iin aiul 

i I'-isk Ticiilty. 

-kiXh it sets 

j anij\%ef because 

po: >t« of docSliH’, ( f which ho is 

rifc he ea^t ihid ftvecdjPd ivi t‘ Word 


it^ 


11(1 his 
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of boiuiftVolVed ^ 



ifJtO;;- / ( h by ' '^higf -‘"spe t cl 

i\Vi' ’ • ' ' octriiic 

ties of (as, they J 3 y^)l<tic and dts^:)|*i r ^ 

One d* rlu A>uh6r s clbjef mis^^iiu jiaoin'is is ib^'^otistiHiolion of 
ertiud i.ftillLjWd'^S^Scyiplw ifet ^ iti luidcvsland it. 

':; • bis1(‘iid 
iiM . ''.estroy 

thdt ^M | « ^oflti'v. ouM' and 

tfte reli'j;i(fli <.i ihc ^ ftligemtiue fciits — 

‘I *a..e, gp(^i will 

evi \ (‘ some good old doc- 
viiicii, m this corner of the world, seem to Ijave been 
almost fovgotUm. The Dublin ^'Christian Examiner' says, that 
the Author has not even llie meagre satisfaction of 'laang 
original in liis stalenuuits,’' Most true. He lays no claim to 
originality or invention ; and (horefore his readers may (mjoy, 
with him, not the meagre, but the pliimi), round, and full satis- 
faclion of kmnving, that the doctrines coulaiiu'd in these pag\‘s, 
arc not the discoveries of a neiv adventurer in the field of theolo- 
gical inquiry. They are of much older date than those ot* Calvin, 
Athanasifts^ir Pope Adeholas the hirst. They’ aie founded on 
the llOCKOE ACiKS, and are coeval with the Bible. 

The Author is farlln'i cluirgwl^vith hn^iug t-.dvt u au ;!rgumeut, 
without ackhowleihjnienfy from Pr. Samuel Clarke, viz. that though 
Christ were proved by onc^<e-\^>f Scripture to be Cod over all, 
it would not fedlow tlial the Son^ consubslantial, and coeternal, 
and possessed of equal power with the Faijiev. For the suile- 



Aposlio wljo has written this, tells us el!i.‘wlieiv, (1 Cor. xv. *27,) 
iliat when he sir s all things arc put under liiin, it is rnanih'st 
that IIIO is excej)ted which did put all things under him.” The 
argument is so oxtrenicly obvious tluit it can scarcely not occur 
to every mind capable of reasoning on the subject. It has been 
stated at least a thousand and one times. 15ut the Examiner, 
throughout, betrays an impatient solicitude to fix a stigma of 
dishonesty on the Author’s character. Here, liou’ever, he will 
I find tlu' usual well-known stratag(.<5)is of his seined of no avail. 
The Author, so far fnim having a wish to repel th(‘ charge, that 
he has borrowed it, rejoices that it is now presentgjj^to thetreader, 
armed with the sanction of so learned and distiin^rshed a divine 
’as Dr. Samuel Clarke. He writes for a nohha* object than 
'lil(Taiy rt'iiown, and cares not if*:very li!u‘ in the hissay he traced 
to a higher and more Aeditahle autliority thaii his owif. Lettlic 
Examiner (put his personalities and i?hsvA.i ufe arginm'nt. His 
attempt, so far, is mise rably alxn i I ve. It is'plain to the comiinm 
sense of a child, that HE wlio (fid put all things imdt’i* Christ, ‘i 
tmist ])c superior to Cdiiist ; — oven the Examiner’s umh rstanding, J 
|t is presumed, would revolt frmn tht‘ itlea of (.-hrist putting all X 
piings tinder tlie Father. If what is predicated ot' the one, 

|]ot be predicated -of the other, there is no e(|uarity.* But ever|r 
lliough their equality were (‘sjablislurd, it would not provy tliein 
jo he coetcriial and coiisuhstanthil, for eqifalityland idmitity are 
)ot the same. <» TIk'. Ajiostle, Imwever,^, does not leave tlu* (pics- 
jon to be thus d<’cided ; hut, as if to •guard readers Wrom 
>eing imposed on by the sophistry of*kuch w liters as the Cliris- 
ian Examiner, adds, when all shall he subdued unto 

dm, (rori kui) even fiicu shall ajHo subject 

into him that put allglhings under i . tli'at (kid may be all in 
ill.” 1 Cor.^Y. 2b. liCt the’ his sophisms, and 
iisf»Tr the argument. 

The Examiner and his J^thanasian And Calvinist ic friends are 
idignant^at our assuming the name of IJnitariau Chiistians,- and 
jHirm that they believe in tlu; divine unity as Well' 0A wc. Be it 
t). Paul informs us, that in his days “ soni^" preached Christ 
yen of envy and' strife — of contention and not sincerely. U bat 
:ien (says he) — notwithstanding, every way, whctluT in prcti e.c^; 

in truth, Christ is preached; and 1 therein do ivjoicc, yea, and 

will rejoice.” Phil. i. 18. So do v/e, ITnitarians, rcjoictJ 
niat the divine unity is ackTi()wle(lg( d in any sense.* But let 
bt the disciples of Athanasius, and the Pope, l)(‘ under any a])- 
<^'ehension that we shall ideiiiiiy their three jiersons \Vitb onr one. 
}od. I'here is an essential diliercnce between us. Our idea of 
nity has no rcsemhlahc^ to thu^'^ Ours is a monad — theirs a 
dad ; ours a mathematical point, fheirs a triangle ; .dnrs a inon- 
fthy, theirs an aristocracy ; oius^a clear simple idea, theirs a 


’ Est quotldcun prodire lenus, v. nun iietur ultra. 



IX 


dark complexity ; or, to ^ive baak to the Athanasians a word 
which they have Hung at Unitarians, an ^'Artifice.” Their unity 
resembles the harmony produced by an old monk’s treble note, 
my nurse’s lullaby, and my grandmothers recitative; ours is tlw: 
voice of nature from her thousand and ten thousand realms, 
blended with the halleluiahs of Revelation, and ascending in one 
miglity volume of sound to the throne of tlie Eternal. 

The title of Unitarian Christian, therelore, is one to which we 
have the first a?^>|l most indisprUable claim We hope to see it 
more extensively embraced, and that those who have received the 
name of Arians^ or Socinians, will lay aside such appellations, 
and assume th Unitarians, or^Bible Christians ; and not cir- 
cumscribe themselves withint*a circle drawn by any uninspired 
mortal whatever, since ontJ is oiy master, even Christ. Let us 
stand on a S|^ace so liroad, that *c will include all who believe in 
llio strict unity of * '•ah oi’id in his only Son, J^sus Christ our 
Lord. 

When the Author referred to Priestley, he might have known 
that he was giving an occasion to the orthodox, for repeating tlie 
illiberal reflections with wdiich they still continue to assail that 
great and injured name. Priestley may have fallen into errors, 
(whohas not?) by trusting more to the fidelity of others, than to 
liis own patient investigation. He was in none as to the fact for 
which he tvas quof}d. When he dit?err, his error was that of an 
HONJis r Man. A mitre would rv^thave tempted liim to deviate 
aJhair breadth' fli^n wha^W regarded as the strict line of truth. 
With him there ’ shulTing nor tampering, nor special plead- 

ing against the dictates of his. oyn conscience. He entered the 
field of controv^rs^y, not as ^t^ze-fighter, determined to over- 
come his antagonist whethc^ force or He fought not 

in “ a coat of darkness^” » fO poisoned weapons of insinuation 
and personality. Tlie^vu/bws of malevolence were never iodgt^'d 
in his (juiver. He disda^ne^l to assail the character of his antago- 
nist, whenjie should be combating his argument ; and he would 
liave scorned the victory that was not fairly won, for he' was an 
hairiest man.* 


** Let Dr. Priestley be confuted where he is mistaken ; let him be ex- 
])osed w'hcre he is superficial ; let him be repressed where he is dogmatical ; 
let him be rebuked where he is censorious ; but let not iiis attainments be 
depreciated, because they are numerous almost without a parallel let not 
his talents Ijc ridiculed, because tliey are superlatively great; let not hi.*; 
morals be because they are correct without austerity, and exemplary 

witlioufc ostentation.** — Dr, Parr, 

** From him,*’ says the llev. Robert Hall, “ the poisoned arrow will 
fall pointless.** • 'Will it not sometimes recoil, and wound the hand from 
which it flew ? • L ^ 

In Hutton*s Phil, and Ma(h. Dictionary, 2nd Ed. is inserted, “ The 
following faithful portrait of a man, whose character has been grossly mis- 
represented by interested enemies, and misconceived by a deluded public, 

b 



The Christian Examiner,” who hasMleclarcd Priestley to be 
of no authci'ity in Ecclcsia'stical History, joins with an tklectic 
Reviewer” in lau(lin<f Bishop Bull, as affording unanswerable 
proofs against liindsey, Belsham, and all who affirm with Priest- 
ley, that tlie majority of Christians were Unitarians, prior to tlie 
Coimcil of Nice. Has cither of the learned gentlemen, who 
speak thus contidently of l^ull, as their champion, ever read bis 
works ? If he has, he will meet some quotations, in the following 
Bssay, whicli he will recognize to Ibe genuine ; a<id wliic li will 
shew that those who have his works before them, need not travel 
far for a confirmation of the oj)ini()n expressed l|YoPrie.sUey.* 

He was a patient, indefatigable disputant ill theology, a sincere and zualoii'^ 
Cliristiun, a serious and rational preii«;lier of tlic |)rictical mijralily of n*- 
ligion, withorit the least jJiW'iision to. or alfectation of, oratorical oniMincnts. 
II is mind embraced the wliole extent of I^nowlcfljte and literature ia his 
closet ; hut in the affairs of the world, he was a plain, uniiifonned, unac- 
complished, honest man. What he h^Heved to he true, lie thought it his 
duty to propagate, witliout any regaftl to his own interest, or the prejudices 
of mankind ; but being overpowered by calumny and oppression, he was com- 
pelled to seek a residence among strangers, and leave his principles and 
character to the impartial judgment of posterity.** 

The Rev. .T. Kentish, of liirminghain, in the notes to his excellent Ser- 
mon on the Death of Relslmm, justly oliserves, that “ the name of Priestley 
is now gathering, althoi,*gh it has rf5t yet gatheredtull itiyamc.” *' 

** At ultirni nepotes, * 

Kt coidatior setas, 

Judicia rebus ee/juiora forsi^n, 

Adhibehit, integro sinu ; « 

Turn, Uvorc sepulto, • ^ 

Si quid tjJercmiJr, suna^/l^«^ 2 ntas sclet.** r 

^To this apt quotation, w'li’may add another f lmost as appropriate, 

« CresciV, occuliQ velut arbor »vo, ' 

P ama Priestlcei, , t 

■* Those who read Bull, ought also to read “ Ante-Nicenismua, sive Tes- 
timonia Patwira qid scripserunt ante Concilitim Nicenum, &c. Oosniopoli, 
Anno 1694.” Disquisitioncs Modesto: in Clarissimi Bulli Defensionein 
Fidci Niccna. Authore Danicle Whituy, D.D. Lond. 1718. and Wake- 
field*# Enquiry into opinions concerning the person of Christ. 

No wiiter is more easily refuted than Bull. lie refutes and contradicts 
himself ; a common practice with the disciples of Athanasius. Tlie views of 
Bull are justly characterised in the following extracts from a valuable work 
on the divinity of Christ, by Robert Perceval, M.D. a physician of Dublin, 
of great learnings and piety, and of long-established and well-merited pro- 
fessional celebrity. 

However successful Bulfs efiTorts may be considered, in cleaVIng the Fa- 
thers of the three first centuries of the charge of Arianism, (in the sense of 
a doctrine, which teaches the created nfiture and limited existence of Christ,) 
yet he liimaelf continually fepresents, as ifidir unclmbtcd and un'animowt senli- 
viefit, that self-existence belongs to Gotj? the Father cxclltsWely, and sub- 
scribes to their opinion.** This is made evident by extiiititli -from his works 
i o loiigTor ptesent quotation— See the Summary of Cap. ti Sect. iv. p<261 . 
Def. Fiu. J)e subordjnatione JUiiad Pcitrem,-ut ad iuiorisinem et jyrinci 
piunu’^ SerTh.BisII. I). 258. 




XI 


Though the Author 'has had the misfortune to f>frend some 
readers, by the plain Scriptural truths expressed in this Essay, 
he has the satisfaction of knowing, that he has pleased others, 
whose judgment he values, and of whose esteem he is proud; 
and lie hopes to see their numbers greatly increased. The him, 
which long obstructed ijie mental vision of many, is now begin- 
ning to dissolyc away, and a few more rays emitted from the 
Word of God, will disjicl their^ darkness, and enable them to see 
Unitarian Christianity in all its beauty and in all its loveliness. 
Then will they begin to have a true perception of the super- 
excellende^if religion which came from heaven to be our 
guide to happiness and salvation. Let the’ friends of Unitarian, 
or Billie Christianity, uniu, co-operate, and act with energy and 
zeal ; and tli;;ii* eaus5, being the cau‘^e of JtIfttsON and Common 
Sknse, of Nature and Keyelation, of thfe SavioDi^ and of 
God, must eventually triumph. 


Some readers may be disposed to «slc, why the Author has 
been so long in reviewing Mr. Carlile's Bookf on what is called 
''The Deity of Clirist.” Moiu, perhapsi, will inquire, why it 
has been •thought yorth* while to nofico it at 'all. The fact is, 
when it first came before the public, friend who read it, informed 
the Author, that.it gave up /he chief point at issue, and admitted 
til at thd'doctrine T'rhiity is a doctrine of inference, and not 

of explicit revelation. tJatisfied ^ith this admission, the Author 
suflered two years to elapse he sat d^wn to its perusal ; 

wlien being <ibolU to piepar^ a new editions of his Essay, he 
thought it a fit occasion to eifcamine Mr. G.’s doctrinefS, aiid tq 
animadvert on such oT’ them as- he should deem erroneous. 
Though there he little gofld ip disturhiqg the ashes of the dead, 
as the principles of Mr. C.’s Book are stul advocated, the Author 
thought it a duty w hich he owed to the cause of truth, to protest 
against them, as being, in his judgment, a reproach to the age, 
and ill direct hostility to the plainest declarations, both of reason 
and revelation. 


“To do justice to tbe nicety of our author’s distinctions^ stated iri Thesis 11, 
‘requires much metaphysical acuteness ; a common understanding would 
conceive, that self-existence and supreme autliority, compared with a derived 
existence and I?eily^ are essential perfections. Pearson (p. 34,) asserts, that 
the Father has communicated his entire essence to the Son : now, if to be 
unoriginated, which Pearson roost explicitly admits, be part of the essence of 
thc^ Father, and of him exriusively, how^a^i he be saidlo communicate his 
entire essence to a divine being, whose o^gination is admitted ?*’ 

“ Bull seems substantially to grant all Niat can be desired, and the point at 
issue appears to be a logical, and not a theological distinction ; yet that is of 
more importance than might be imagined, for once grant^the metaphysical 
use of tlie xe Ifssovatcf, and it is employed as a charm to raise such a cloud 
of unscripturaj intricacies, as quite obscures the region of common sense, an|jl 
intercepts all prospecti cf a termination of tlie controrersy.** 
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THE 


SOCTBINE OF THE TRINITY 


SOT 

FOirNDED ON SCRIPTURE. 


^ECTIoy FIRST. 

Vrigin of the present Controllers]/ — Unitarian Christiaji\ 
Belief-— Proofs from Scripture of the Divine Unity ^ 

A CONTROVERSY, attractive of much puMic attention has for 
sonic time liccni carried on betweep the Uev. Mr. Maguire and 
the Rev. Mr. PoY)e; the former an able advo'feate of the Roman 
Catholic Cliurch, the latter an eloquent supporter af some of the 
tenet*i of the Church estiibhshed by law, in this country. 

In the course of jhe cofttroversy, Mr. Maguire has affirmed 
that there are certain doctrine^ of religion embraced by a con - 
sidemWe pundjer of the Protestant denomination, which cannot 
be itaccessfuliy* mainlnined without the aif^ and authority of an^ 
Infffiible Cliurch. Tie grounds his opinion on the dootring of 
^he Trinity, and cli^Jenges Mr. Pope to prove against the So- 
cinian, that that doctriVe rests on a Scriptural foundation. ‘‘ The 
Socinian’s objections,” he says, are solid and stubborn. He 
has REASON and common sense on his side. He will quote 
text against text, enjoying, as he does, the latitude of private 
judgment, till not a single shred of argument remains.” 

In these sentiments of Mr. Maguire, Unitarians (which name 
is here preferred to that of Socinians, for reasons to he afterwards 
shewn) most cordially concur. They have long felt that they 
have reason and common sense, as well as Scripture on their 
side ; an^ they rejoice that this is acjtnowledged by a gentleman 
of Mr. l^a^ire’s studies and profession. They duly appreciate 
bis admissions as a valuable offering at the shrine of truth : and 
they pay nonempty complimentj to Mr. Mftguire's polemic skill, 
when they allege that he has entrenched himself in a position 
from which it will require a more powerful tactician than even 
Mr, Pope to dislodge liim. If the doctrine of the Irinity has 



^ny fouiutation at all, it is not in mason, in common sense, nor 
in Scrij)tiiro , l)ut in tradition and the authority of an Infallible 
S^^Jturch.* 

A brief review of THE UNITARIANS^ CREED may lielp 
the reader to ascertain how far it accords with the principles on 
which they alfii m it to he founded. With respect to the bein^ 
and perfections of God, their belief is this: — That there is ONE 
07dy living and true (Tod — 07te in the strict and absolute sense 
of unity — a spirit, simple, uncomtjounded, indivisible, without 
parallel or equal — self-existent — immutable — eternal — almighty — 
omniscient — omnipresent — possessed of wisdom, truth, Jibliness, 
goodness, justice, with all other perfections, in their highest possible 
excellence. They bclhwe that this great being created the hea- 
vens and the earth, apd all things visible and invisible — that he 
continually presides over every part of the vast universe — that he 
is good to all, and that his tender mercies are over all his works. 
They believe that lie is a God, q^t of inextinguishable wrath, but 
of infinite placability and mercy — that be requires no bloody 
sacrifice, for, according to Scripture, “the sacrifices of God 
are a broken spirit — a broken and a contrite heart, O God, thou 
wilt not despise ' Psalm li. 17 — that lie is the sole object of di- 
vine worship, and that prayer sliould be addressed to Inm alone. 
The character in which Unitarians delight^ most to contemplate 
God is that in which he was coi^teinplated, and in which we arc 
instructed to address him in prayer, h'^; our Blessed Saviour,-— 
that of a FATHER. This contemplation, ale^^ays hostile to 
bigotry, and favourable to that universal love which Jesus taught, 
naturally leads them to regard ill ^uankind as their brethren, 
whatever be their name, country,* complexion, or "retd. They 
. believe that God plj/ced man on earth, in a sVato of jirohatioii 
and' trial — (mdowed liim with many noble <Acu]lies and powers, 
of which HE requires a proper use and jraprovemeiit — that HE 
is a righteous moral governor, and will reward the virtuous and 
punish thl^ wicked. They believe that God presides over his 
intelligent offspring, as the wisest and kindest of parents over 
a numerous family ; that he employs various means, according to 


♦ Mr. Maguire does not stand alone; nor is he the first who has held the 
strong post which he now occupies- About one hundred and fifty years 
ago. some of the most learned Trinitarians confessed, that the doctrine of the 
Trinity was^ not founded on the Scriptures, but on the tradition of the Church, 
The Unitarians were then obliged to maintain, as a previous step to the 
establishment of their opinions, that “ the Scriptures are the only infallible 
rule whereby to determine religious controversies.'* Yatea'c Answer to 
Watdlawy p. 17. 

Mr. ChiUingworih, in the preface to his book, quotes Hosius, Gordo- 
nius, Huntlaeus, Gretserus, Tannerus, Vega. Possevin, Wiekus, and others, 
as so many witnesses to shew, that in the opinion of the Papists, the mo- 
dem d^trine of the Trinity cannot be prov^ either from the Scripture, or 
the ancients.** Ben Mordseai. Note, p. 187. vol. 1* 



tijeir <lil}‘crorit tastes and disjjosilions, to bless them arul to do 
them good — that tho ^uiVerings and deprivations wiiicii they have 
sometimes to*endure, are sent, or penniUed, in inerey, to i*or* 
rect, to reform, to discipline the soul to virtue — that HE educes 
good from evil, and causes all things to co-operate for the ever- 
lasting felicity of the righteous. 

Uiiitariiin Christians believe in the revealed Word of God. 
They receive the Scriptures of the Old and New Testament as 
the sole rule of their faith and practice; and hold litem in such 
reverence that they never virtually deny ftieir sufficiency hy the 
substitution of creeds and articles of human contrivance. All 
the af twiesiof |heir faith they can express in the very w<p*ds.j df 
inspii*ation ; nor are they ever obliged by the adoption of nnscrip- 
tuial tenets to employ an dnscriptural phraseob^gy. They believe 
that “ ay Scripture given by Ihspiration God, is proiitablp for 
doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instr-iction in rigliteous- 
ness ; that the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished 
unto all good works.” — 2 I'imt iii. IG. Deeming the pure light 
from heaven sufficient to guide them to all truth, they require no 
guidance from the dark lantern of tradition, or the erratic wisp- 
fires of an earth-born theology. They learn from the sacred vo- 
lume> and tlicy own it with gratitude and joy, that God is lovt?, 
und that ho so loved the world that he gave his only bog(4teii 
to be out instructor, our Example, our g'Aide, and “ the 
autlior of eternal salvation to all who obey liyn.” — lleb. v. 9. 
They believe in the di^^iiity of the Son of that liis character, 
^?fi8 mission, Ids doctrine, Ins power, his authority, were all divine, 
in a word, they Believe whatsoever is written of him in the 
inspired volume, — with tW?, that he Vtas the brightness of the 
Father^!? g3hi;y, and the express image ol Jiis person — with Peter, 
that he was the Christ, the Son of the lining (ioiL — the Messiah, 
or Spiritual Deliv^ji* of the Jews, foretold by the propllels^ and, 
as he declared of himself, that he was “ the lig^ht of the world, 
the way, the truth, and the life,’" that to Jiim the spirit w^as 
given without measure, and that in him dwelt all the fulness 
of the godhead* bodily;” — Col. ii. 9. or, in other words, that 


* Godhead, a Scholastic term for Deity; “to bo rejected,” says Lindsey, 
“ because to common readers it countenances the strange notion of a God 
consisting of three persons.” i?od^7y in the original is opposed 

according to Pierce and Le Clcrc, to erret^^ux rudimentu or shadows, in tho 
preceding ve^se. ITie apostle, speaking .of the cereiiioual institutions of jtlie 
Jews, in the su}>j||d|pent ( 1 7tli) verse, says, “ they arc a shadow of the things 
to come; but is of Christ.” 

Col. ii. 9. is a favourite text with the supporters of the doctrine of an 
Incarnate Deky ; though |iUording it no foundation. J’he candid reader 
is requested to ask himself what is meant by the abstract term fulness, and 
not to confound it witli essence, to which it has no reference. The apostle 
prays for the Ephesians, c. iii, 17, 19. ** Tliat Christ maj dwell iu theii 
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Fie was richly and suhstantrally replenished with all spiirtoal 
graces, and witl) a full coHiinuHicatio!!* of His heavenly Fatlicr’ir 
will; ‘^Hhat in all things Jio might have the pre-eminence — for 
it pleased the Father, that in him shonld all fulness dwell.” — 
Col. i. 18, 19, — “And of his fulness have we all received.”- — 
John i. 16. They believe that his morality far surpassed that of 
every other moral teacher, hi purity, in motive, and in extent — 
that his discourses are heavenly, and that he practised wliat he 
taught — that he came to redeem us from all iniquity — to purify 
unto himself a peculiar people, zcalous'of good works — to turn iu> 
from darkness to light, and from the power of Satan unto (iod ; 
tnat in the prosecution of this design, and in ob^diince tb hir» 
heavenly Father's will, he submitted to a life of siiftering and 
deprivation, and at length died upon (he cross, to seal by his 
hloo;^ the truth of his dretrine, aiiJ by his subsequent resurrec- 
tion from the grave, and his manifest ascension into heaven, bring 
life and immortality to light — that having deprived death of hia 
Rting, and the grave of its victo'.y, Cod exalted him to be a 
Prince and a Saviour, to give repentance and forgiveness of sins, 
and ordained him to he the judge of all, when God “ will rendev 
unto every man according to his deeds ; to them who, by patient 
continuance in well-doing, seek for glory, and honoiii^ and iin^ 
mortality, eternal life ; but unto them that are contentious, and 
do not obey the truth, hut ohcyHinrighteouseess, indignation and 
wrath.” — Rom. ii. 6, 8. 

Farther — Unitavfans belie vc that “ wi Jjout faM h is impos- 
sible to please God, 7 — but “ as the body without epirit is deM^. 
so faith without works is dead also that of the Christian gr{mi0» 
“ faith, hope, and charity, these thr^e, Hlie greatest is charity’’— 
that “love is the fulfilling of the law/* and* “ char?'.Jy ilie bond 
of perfe(;tnes{y” — and that the true disciple of thrist is to bo 
known not by exclamations of Lord I LoVt'i ! but by earnest 
continued endeavours to do the will of his Father who is in 
heaven. 

Such are some of the doctrines which Unitarian Christians 
generally believe. But they admit no formula of human com- 
position as their creed. They yield their “ assent and consent” 
to the truth of no volume but the Bible — for IBiblc^ the 

l^ihk alone is the religion of Protestants neither do the}' call 
any man “ master upon earth ; for one is our master, even 
Christ.” In numerous points they agree with their Christian 
brethren of other denominations ; — in some they differ, not only 
from them, but, with reciprocal good will, frofh: oife allother ; 
and lierein is the truly Christian philanthropic tendency of theb' 


hearts, by faith, and that they may be jiUcd with all the fitlness of God,'* 
Wfiat ! know yc not that your body is the temple of the Holy Spirit which 
is in you.” — 1 Cor. vi. 19. “ Whosoever shall confess that Jesus is t!i« 

Son of God, God dwelleth in him, and he in GocLV«*»l John iv. 15, 




pt iiicipk'K conspicuous. They pronounce no anailietnn on tfiosc 
who seek the kingildm of Cjod, by a (iath diverging from that 
which they choose for themselves ; they only desire that every 
man may be “ fully persuaded in his own mind, for to his own 
master lie standeth or falleth,*' and God alone is Lord of the 
conscience.’^ They are aware that uniformity of belief in specu- 
lative questions is, by the very constitution of the human mind, 
impossible-;— and though it were possible, not to be desired. 
Therefore, they “ endeavour to keep the unity of the spirit in 
the bond of peace:” knowifig that “ therd'are diversities of gifts, 
but the same spirit: and there are diiferences of administrations, 
but sat^e I^ord : and there arc diversities of operations, bu^ 
it is the same God wliich worketh all in all.” — 1 Cor. xii, 4*, 6. 
Instead of shackling t^e 'mind and controulipg its exercise by 
the impo^sition oT damnatory breeds, articles and confession^ of 
faith, those impious devices of ecclesiasticaK tyrsinny to guard 
an unrighteous domination, to rob man of his birth-right and 
defraud the Christian of that Jioly charter of liberty which was 
sealed by the Saviour’s blood, they would send it forth free as it 
was created, in all the might and in all tlio energy of its powers, 
illumined by Divine knowledge, and stimulated by immortal love, 
])uissant and indomitable as a spirit of light, ardently and fear- 
lessly to pursue the truth to her profoundest depths and loftiest 
elevations. , 

Unitarian Christians hold as 4-heir distinguishing tenet, to which 
tlie reader’s^ attention i|l now particularly solicU.ed, a belief in the 
^?Pt^ine unity, ^ This belief they derive not, as has been asserted, 

hovci a priori spdbulatioi^s on the incomprehensible nature of 
the Deity,^' hut from a clear interpretation of the two great 
vplumes*or*ll^e Almighty, Nature, and Revelation. The one cor- 
roborates the language of the other. What native teaches, re- 
velation does not 'tioiitrailict but confirm. The visible* fraTno of 
the universe has beeft well denommated the “ elder scripture,” 
and it is a work to which the book of Inspiration does not dis- 
dain to refer. The eternal power and Deity of the one supreme 
intelligence are clearly seen in the things that are made. “ The 
earth is full of the goodness of the Lord, the heavens declare his 
glory, and the firmament sheweth forth the work of his hand 
so that they are without excuse who do not read the volume of 
nature, and learn from the unity of design apparent in the creation, 
the unity of the great first cause. 8till more iiiexciisabJo are 
they who do not rea<i it in the plain declarations of Scripture. 

Modes, Speaking by the immediate inspiration of heaven, as- 
serts not only the absolute unity, but the sole unrivalled supre- 
macy, and the exclusive Deity of Jehovskli. 

His unit^y iii the solemn annunciation to the people of 
Israel — 

Hear, O IsradMlbe Lord our God is one Lord — or— Jehovah, our Cod, 
is ONE Jehovah/’^iKDeut, vi. L 
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n ib sole unrivalled supremact / — 

“Jehovah he is God in heaven above, a.id upon Uie earth beneath; there 
is none (/ e. no enc) else.**— Dcut. iv. 39. 

Hia exclusive Deity — 

Tlmt thou tnighiest know that Jehovah, he is God; there is none else 
beskh'K b.im.”-' Lieut, iv. 35. 

** / am Jie first and 1 am the last, besides me there is no Cod. Is there 
a God besides me ? Yea, there is no God ; I know not any.’*— Isaiah, 
xliv. 6, 8. 

“ I am the the Lord thy God, the Holy One of Israel. Before me there 
was no God formed, neitiicr shall there be after me. 7, even am tlie 
J.ord, and besides me there is no Saviour. **—» Is. xliii. 3, 10, 11. 

/rii^ prophets teach the same doctrine — ^ 

** Jchovali shall be King over all the earth, and in that uay Jehovah shall 
be one, and his name one,”— Zech. xiv. 9. 

“ Have we not all one Father? Hath not ONk God created us?**— Mai. 
ii. U. 

Christ Sind his apostU‘s condrmed the doctrine of Moses, and 
the prophets. When Jesus was asked by a Scribe, “which is 
the lirst commandment of all Y* lie replied, “ the first of all the 
commandments is — 

“ Hear, O Israel ; ITic Lord our God is one I-ord.** — Mark xii. 29. 

The Scribe approved of the answer, and said, 

“Well, Master, thou luut said the truth,; for there is one God; and 
there is none other but he.’*— Mark xii. 32. 

Our Lord iit a solemn prayer attests the tlivinc unity, and 
makes a clear distinction between God himself. 

“ This is life eterrikl, that they might know thct'the only thue God, 
Jesus Christ, whom thou hast scn^.**— John xvii. 3. 

The Apostle Paul observes llie saiCe distinction. 

“We know ** that there is none other God but One •••to ns there is 
lyit One God, the Father — and One Lord Jesus Christ.”— 1 Lor.'viii. 4, (5. 

“To God 7C25C/ be’^glory through Jesus Christ for ever.**— .Rom. 
xvi. 27. ** 

“ There is one I^ord, one faith, one baptism. One God and Fatlicr of alj, 
who is above all, and through ail, and in you all.”— F^ph. iv. 5, 6. 

“ Tlierc is One God and One Mediator between God and men, the man 
Christ Jesus.** — 1 Tim. ii 5. 

The absolute Oneness of the Deity is asserted, with the clear- 
ness and force of demonstration, in these passages of the sacred 
volume, and in a multitude of others which it would be super- 
fluous to quote. Suflice it to say, that this is the grand and t||iida- 
mental principle of all religion, it corresponds with the collisi- 
ons of the most sublime philosophy, and the plainest dictates of 
inspiration. It was taught, as has been demonstrated, by Moces and 
the prophets — by Christ and his apostles. It has been adopted by 
many of the wisest and best of our species — by inqli vvhp devoted 
their lives to the study of the Scriptures ; and wbodo early preju- 
dices, education, profession, and worldly interest y\§ere all arrayed 
against its reception — by men who have honoM|t it b^ the most 
heroic sftciiflccs of fortune and ambition — by^thl|%rc<id^st philan- 



thropists, philosoplier^, poet«, nnd metnphysicians — liy N«‘Wton, 
Milton, and C.ocke : yet, Mr. Pope and the Tli^olo^^ians of liw 
school, have no scruple to class those who proft'ss Unitai ianinm 
with Deists and Infidels,, (why not with Atheists?) and to hrnnd 
their faith with the name of leprosy, and sonKdestroying liert'sy ? 

How simple and how grand is the Unitarian’s faith comparVd 
wdth the Trinitarian a ! When we turn from the one to the other, 
it is like turning from the contemplation of a beautiful world, 
when the sun is in the firm'ament, “ rejoi(?ing in his strength,’’ 
to the view of a sterile and deformed waste, ^‘aland of brim- 
stone; and. salL and burning,— blood, fire, and vapoT*)r of 
smoke.” 




SECTION SECOllP. 

What is TrinitarianismT 

WHAT TS TRINITARIANISM? The Scriptures are si- 
lent. They never present God under any aspect hut that of 
unity. Of a plurality of persons in the Godhead they know 
nothing. • W’e must therefore turn for information to the ^^Infal- 
liRle Church,” and to those other churches which, having thrown 
off Iter yoke, still a^dhercto her ’creeds — from tlie> assembly of 
the disciples at Jerusalem to the councils of fatljers ; from Paul, 

I the inspired apostle, t(f Athanasius, the factious and turbulent 
SKt;lesiastic. ^ 

The doctrine of*the Trinity then, informs us that the Godhead 
consists of “ three persons, "tf 1)ne substance,‘power, and eternity;” 
'^God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost.” Now, 
;^ny man, unJef the influence of such vulgt^r principles as reason 
*nd common sensfe,” would conclude that three persons' must 
^ean three distinct beings, and consequently that there are three 
fOods. This, Dr, Shenock candiJly admits, and says it is 
plain the persons are perfectly distinct. A person is an intelligent 
being, and to say there are three divine persons and not three 
^distinct infinite minds, is both lieresy and nonsense.” Here 
\hen is palpable polytheism, from which thus fairly exhibited, 
even^orthodoxy recoils astounded. Doctor South, scandalized 
by^lUb an admission, from a Doctor of his own church, showers 
do^ upon him a torrent of theological vituperation ; and alleges 
that there is only ** one infinite mind, with three modes, attributes, 
or offices, 'manifested under the different states or relations of 
father, son, and spirit.” Thus the meaning of the word person is 
explained away ; and after the most painful struggles against the 
conWctiou'of their minds, *that God is one, the most eminent 

divmes are reduci^ito the necessity of maintaining that the three 
persons of their are not persons, but eometbing 

Tillotson i^lls them three differences,” — Burnet ‘‘three 
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diversities,” — Seeker three sulwistenci^js,” — others “ three 

postures!” — L(V Clerc thought them to be “three distinct 
cogitations — and that the subject might be explained by the 
philosophy of Des Cartes. Some are for a specific, some for a 
numerical unity, and others for both united, though involving a 
monstrous contradiction. Waterland speaks of a “ three-fold 
generation of the son, two antemundane and one in the flesh. 
The substance of the one person,” he says “ is not the substance 
of either of the othoi'S, but different, however of the same kind 
or united.” Barrow speaks of “ the mutual inexistence of one 
k* all, and all in one.’^ “ They are joined together,'* says ano- 
ther, “ by a perichoresis — and this pericboresis, tircumincession 
or mutual inexistence is made very possible and intelligible by a 
mrtual conscious sensation.” Se4ne divines -understand the 
pvords person and nersohality in a philosophical sense, ‘others in 
i political, and a third class in a theological sense. The doctrine 
of three persons, according to Watts, must be true, “ at least in 
i political sense, yet cannot amount to so much as a philoso- 
ohical personality, unless we allow a plurality of Gods.” We 
sometimes find the same Trinitarian Divine confuting himself, 
'or error is always inconsistent, and maintaining in one part of 
bis writings, propositions subversive of those which be has main- 
tained in another. Thus Bishop Bull, against the Arians, asserts 
the consubstantiality and coeternity of Christ with the Father : 
but against tbe^'Tritheists and Sabellians^. “ he argueth the ne- 
cessity of believing the father to be the 'fountain,^ original 
principle of the son, and that the son is hence mhordinate to the 
father !”* What is Vhis but Unitaj-ialiism ? — W'o are told of a 
Ciceronian, a Platonic, an Aristotelian, and a Sw^denborgian 
Tdnity, and finally “/he Trinity of the Mobile, or common 
people and lazy divines, who content themselves by calling it anvv 
inconceivable^, my8tery.”f , 

Now, what is this but darkening of couitscl by words without 4 
knowledge Which of these contradictory schemes is to be 
embraced by the man who is determined to depart froiiljthe. ' 
simple truth, that God is one ? “ What is there” asks the au- 

thor of an excellent letter^: on this subject, “ to guide me througli 
the dark and dreary labyrinth ? Not one solitary ray of light 
glimmers to direct my path. All is darkness and confusionjaiAe 
more 1 read, the more 1 am confounded. I cannot advaf^ a 
step, and I end as I began, without being able to find two men 
or two creeds agreeing in a similar answer to my inquiry What 
is the Trinity ?” 


* Nelson's Life of Bull, p, 303. 
f Ben Mordecai. 

f The Doctrine of the Trinity Indefensible, by Edy^l^d Tiiylor, Esq. 



Perliaps the light of an Infallihle Churrh might l)o of use fo 
this importunate inquirer. 

If w(? turn tQ the popular creeds we shall fiiulnhat they only 
render confusion worse confounded, and add a deeper shade to 
Egyptian darkness. The Athanasiau creed, the most accredited 
standard of the orthodox faith, teaches that the Father is made 
of none, neither created nor begotten ; the Son is of tlie Father 
tilone^ not made, nor created, but begotten ; the Holy Ghost is of 
the Father and of the Son, neither made, nor created, nor begot- 
ten, but proceeding^ In ihis Trinity none is afore or after 
other.” But that which is begotten^ if language has any meaning, 
must b*« posterior to that which begets it ; and that which pro- 
ceeds must Ife sub^sequent to the source from which it issues. As 
the very terms begotten and proceeding cannot be in any way 
applicable to the Father, they deaionstrate essential difference 
between Him and every being to whom they can be applied. 
There is also an essential difference between the Son and the 
Holy Ghost, for the one is begotten^ and the other proceeds ; so 
that each has a peculiar and distinguishing characteristic. More- 
over, both the Atlianasian and Nicene creeds contradict the 
Apostle’s creed, which so far from affirming that the Holy Ghost 
proceeds frpm the Son, says that the Son was “ conceived hy 
the Holy Ghost:** whereas the Atlianasian creed says that 

the §ion is of the Father alone !” 

Such are the inconsistencies and contradictions of the creeds 
and articles which we ar^told we must believe or* perish ever- 
WwiiglyV* lTioy not only contradict the Scriptures but them- 
selves and one another. It would seem that their fabricators, hy 
, soma signal act of providenc^, laboured under an insuperable dis- 
abilky of givii;ig them coherence, and that every scheme tending 
to subvert a bdief in the Divine unity, sliculd contain in itsell^ 
the elements of its own destruction. • • 

Horsley, notwithstanding his being regarded as a chief pillar 
of orthodoxy, took the liberty of differing from the creeds, wiiiclt 
he subscribed, and supposed that the second person iti the Tri- 
nity ^Wt ^ecr produced by the first person contemplating 
his ow'ii peiTections ! No wonder that Priestley on reading such 
ipgri somniOf sick man’s dreams, could “ hardly help fancying that 
he had got back into the very darkest of the dark ages, or at least 
that hil was reading Peter Lombard, Thomas Aquinas, or Dun.s 
Scotus.^” 

The three persons of the Trinity, after all that is said hy the 
bishops and • archbishops, about diversities and subsistences, 

• Horsley in his controversy with Priestley, sa'^s, it is a oontradictiou tliat 
‘‘ a part is equal t;p the Whole, or that Hie same thing, in the same respect, is 
at the same time, one aad many.” This he admits that nothing can prove. 

I “ No testimony that a Contradiction i>, should be allow'od to overpower the 
' imuitive couviction that it 6c.” ^ 
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modes and relations, periohorcsls and circuminccssion, can be 
contemplated ^nly as “ three distinct infinite minds.” The ad- 
vocate's of tin* doctrine sj)eak of them as such, and assign to cjicli 
his differeMit province. The father commands, the son obeys, the 
holy spirit sanctifies. I5ut though they are one God, the first 
and sc‘cond jnnsons do not ajipear to be? always influenced by 
the saiiKj princij)les. It iniglit he expected when such enormous 
;icrific(*s as reason and common sense” are made in support 
f>f' tin* doctriins that it would he '*onsLstent in itself — that the 
three? persons being one God, they wouhl act together with per- 
fect harmony. The Unitarian maintains that God and^ Christ 
are one —one in the sense declared by tlie Saviour *1iiniself — 07ie 
m affccA'fon and design. He never ^can admit the idea that any 
difference of mind subsisted hetyveen the father and tlie son on 
any subject wiiatsoevur. The father speaks by or through the 
son, and hence the Unitarian receives the precepts and doctrines 
of Christ as those of (jod Jiimself. Now for this unity which is 
rational and scriptural, and most beneficially influential on the 
conduct of men, Trinitarianism sets up another of its own, 
which is chimerical and full of conflicting imaginations. It re- 
presents the father and son as actuated by different principles, 
and on the most important of all subjects, moral virtue — the one 
as rigorous and inflexibly jijst, the other as merciful and com- 
passionate. Here their unity is abolished.' An act of disobedi- 
ence is commuted by the first of G/?d^s intelligent creatures 
placed upon this earth; and he who knowetl^,our frame'^..d 
remembereth that we are but dust/’ filled with ineffable fury, 
sentences man, and, in him, all^bi^ innocent and unconscious 
posterity, to everlasting perdition %! Then bad maV|. be^m irreco- 
verably lost — but God the Son interferes ; find raiwre nothing less 
than a jansom of inniiite price should atone for the smallest 
offence against an infinite being, (as theologians tell us — tliough 

“ Now,** asks Dr. Priestley, “ Wherein does the Athanasian doctrine of 
the Trinity difler from a contradiction as you have defined it ? It asserts, 
in ellcct, that nothing is wanting to cither the Father, the Son, or the Spirit, 
to constitute each of them truly and properly God ; each being equal in 
eternity and all divine perfections ; and yet that these three are not three 
Gods, but only one God. They are therefore, both one and many in the 
same respect, viz : in each being perfect God. This is certainly as much a 
contradiction as to say that Peter, James, and John having each of them 
every thing that is requisite to constitute a complete man, arc yet. all toge- 
ther, not three men, but only one man. For the ideas annexed to tlie words 
God man, cannot make any diiFercnce in the nature of the two propositions. 
After the council of Nice, there are instances of the doctrine of the Trinity 
being explained in this vety manner, , The fathers of that age b^ing par- 
ticularly intent on preserving the full equality of tlie three personi^'they en- 
tirely lost sight of their proper ufiity. And explain this doctrine as you 
will, one of these things must ever be sacrificed to the other, Priestley’s 
Letters to Horsley, p. 78, Loud. 1815. 
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tlicjy Imve fijrgottoii tp nliew Ik>\v a fiaito creaturo can merit the 
inflictions of •infinite and eternal wrath,) he cfffers to pay the 
price required — to assume a human form and die tlie death of 
the cross, that the cui*se may he annulled. 

Accordingly the proposal is accepted, and the’ Father Al- 
mighty suffers his son, who is equal to himself in majesty and 
power, to assume the form of an embryo in the virgin’s womb — 
to be born^ — to encreaso in stature like an ordinary mortal — to 
appear in the humble condiaion of a carpenter’s son — to undergo 
the most cruel sufferings, bodily and mental ; and after a life 
of poiferty and pain, and all the bitter feelings of degradation, 
of which tno holiest celestial spirit exiled from heaven and ta- 
bernacled in flesh, may ha supposed susceptible — to be accused 
of blasphemy and sedition, t9 be mocked, spat on, scourged, 
nailed to cross as a malefactor, and raised ug before an aston- 
ished universe — the sacrifice of a son to a father — of a God of 
superlative benevolence, to the^ inexorable wrath of an offended 
Deity* — and all for a single act of disobedience in a frail child 
of the dust ! What an awful and tremendous idea of the father 
of all, does this doctrine convey ! Is this the God whom we 
are instructed to love with all our hearts ? What lesson do we 
itjad like this in the heavenly discourses of him who said 
WJiat man is there of you, of whom if his son ask bread, will 
he give him a stone — or if he ask a fish, will he give him a ser- 
pent ?” — of Jiim who hajf so beautifully depicted the Creator as 
tli« kindest and most affectionate of parents; whom even the 
extravagant guilt o? his prodigal son could not alienate from his 
atfoctions — but vvbo “ wheS be was yet a great toag offy saw 
him, ftnd lifid compassion, aftd ran and fell on his neck and 
I kissed him.” * • $ . * 

; Our blessed Saviour delighted to appeal to the natural* feel- 
jings of the human }K#art, to enable us to form just notions of 
[the mercy and beneficence of the ifniversal parent. But priests 
ami theologians,' systems, otttfage 

every sentiment of justice and mercy; and hesitate not to ascribe 
to God such conduct* as wemki horrify* them in a mortal like 
themselves. f “ Shall mortal man bo more just than God ? Shall 
a man be more pure than his maker ?” 


♦ Sue Channing’s admirable Sermon, entitled “ The superior tendency of 
Unitarianism form an elevated religious character.” It is sUited in the 
larger Catechism joined to the Westminster Confession of Faith, that Christ 
“ felt and bore the weight of God’s wrath.” Q.. 4*9, —“and it was re<jui- 
sitc the mediator should be God, that he might .'iistain and keep the Iiinnan 
nature £|0m s*inking under the in/initl wrath of GoiU'' (i. ^8. 

I The doctrine that God could not be appeased without an infinite sa- 
tisfaction, and a bloody sacrifice, is such an atrocious libel on the character 
of the beneficent Father of aVV that even orthodoxy is beginning to be. 
ashamed to avow it— and to explain it away. It robs God of his glorluie 
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Cliiist, arcovtUiig to covenant, Iiaving paid the infinite ran 
Rom, it might be concluded that the salvation of all men woidcf 
he secured. But this, as we are told hy the disciples of Calvin, 
would he an egregious mistake, for though the uttermost far- 
thing has heen paid, a large majority of mankind are predes- 
tinated to hell-firo, liy an omnipotent decree which not even- 
the hloody sacrifice of the Eternal Son of God could avert or 
annul ! So that, after all, the benefits of ChrisEs death are ex- 
tended to only a chosen few — the elect — “ The rest of mankind,^’ 
as tlic Westminster Confession of FaitJi charitably informs us, 
(c. iii. 7.) “ God was pleased to pass hy and ordain them t,*! dis- 

lionour and wrath for their sin, to the praist^ of 'his glorious 
justice.” 

Now it is evident fropi this schc.me, that God tlie Fatlicr and 
God the Son en|,ertained totally contradictory views* of man's 
first offence. Though consuhstantial they are dissentient, for 
if they are one in mind, why di(* not the Son join in the curse, 
and demand an infinite ransom as well as tlie Father ? Again, 
hy whom was the ransom paid ? By God tlie Son, or hy the 
man Jesus ? If hy the former, then one person of the Godhead 
suffered and died to make atonement to another person, and 
yet both persons are' tlie same God ! — This is truly marvellous. 
On the other hand, if only tin human nature of Christ suffered, 
how was the infinite debt discharged ? Moreover — why is God 
the Holy Ghost passive or neutral in j^his transaction 'f Why 
did not the Third person of the Trinity demand .salisfaction-aw 
well as the First? Were his ideas of justice less rigorous, his 
majesty less offended, or his spirt K‘ss vindictive ? 

^ These, no doubt, are audacious questions, hut tlmpe who 
advocate^ the Tree usj^ of Scripture, and the right of private 


attributes of justice, mercy, forgiveness. It repre^nts him as surpassing in 
cruelty the legislator whose laws were written in blood. If the natural 
sentiments of right and wrong in the breast of a heathen poet, rose indig. 
nant at the dogmas of the Stoics, that all faults are equal, and should be 
punished with equal rigour, bow would he have shrunk with horror from 
this monstrous Calvinistic heresy ! 

I. adsit 

Regula, peccatis qua? pocnas irroget tcqiias.” 

Hor. 


let the punishment be fairly weighed 

Against the crime.” 

Frakcis. 


Tins is the language of ^nature, an^ it is conhimed by revelation, which 
tells us that God is an equitable judge ; tliat he is merciful *an^|||racious> 
long-suifering, and abundant in goodness and truth.” £xod. Sxiv. 6. 
IT says, ** Let the wicked forsake his ways, and the unrighteous man his 
thoughts, and let him return unto the Lord^ and he will have mercy uposn 
i him ; and unto our Go*d, for he will abundantly pardon, Isaiah, Iv. 7, 



jnclgment, will oxcuje tlicin.- Tho only mode of preventing 
their repetitioM, as Mr. Maguire will candidly^ admit, is quiet 
submission to the authority of an Infallible Church. >( 


SECTION THIRD. 

T/te Doctrine oj the Trinity not taught in the Scriptures, 

•t 

Revelation was given to man, by the mercy of an ever blessed 
Cl od, to lead to virtue, happiness, ami immortality; lut to per- 
plex and coklfouml with such questions as that under discussion. 
Being intended for universal benefit, for the Barbarian as well 
as the Cheek, for the Gentile tvs well as the Jew, it tcaclics all 
that is ne^^ssary to be known as instruniental to salvation, in 
perspicuous language, and leaves no doctrine 0“ vital impcntanco 
in obscurity. It has been well observed that ‘‘ the gospel is full 
in telling us what is to be don?, sparing of what we are to be- 
lieve.” Its articles of belief are few, and these few intelligible 
to the rude and ignorant. Its radical truth is, that God is otic — 
This truth which is so simple, and so easily comprehended, it re- 
peats agai\i and again, and fences it round .with such barriers as 
exclude every imagination that w^quld vitiate its simplicity. It 
utters^^not a syllable cf three persons, one in substance, equal in 
power and glory. God the Son,” and “ God thb Holy Chiost,” 
are phrases *110 where be found in the sacred writings — nor 
the Incarnate ’Gody-iior the Tri-une God — nor the God-man. 
Such epithets and barbarous compounds, applied to the Deity, 
are rcdolpiit of heathen superstition. They have no affinity to 
the pure and citpple language of Inspiration. They were never 
used l)y the Apostles in all their pveachihg, eitlfer to* Jew or 
Gentile, thong li now so frequently resounded from many a po- 
pular pulpit, falsely rejvuted orthodoxi. Had such a doctrine as 
the T rinity constituted any part of the Christian Religion, we 
must believe, on every principle of reason and common sense, 
that it would liave been revealed as clearly, and as much to the 
satisfaction of every inquirer, as the being of God himself. 
Nay, it required stronger evidence, and more ample illustration. 
We can acquire some knowledge of God by the light of nature, 
and therefore it was less necessary to insist on that subject ; 
but we derive from nature no intimation whatever of a Trinity, 
and therefor^ it must be presumed that a revelation from God 
would have dwelt with force, and at considerable length, in in- 
culcating and explaining a doctrine so novel : and we are jus- 
tified^ in holding this opinion by our certainty tliat the gospel 
does insist, with copiousness and perspicuity, on every necessary 
topic of belief, and mdst of all on such doctrines as are of most 
utility. For instancoi as nature affords but a glimpse of a future 
state, and as a belief in this doctrine, has an almost unbounded ^ 



inlluoiico on ilio coiuUu t aiul )ia]vpiiiess of man, tho gospel, in 
every page, brings it before us with all the evidenep of its reality, 
and all tbc power of its fears, its hopes and consolations. Hut 
of tlu5 Trinity it says nothing, though a doctrine so stupendous 
and so utterly destitute of foundation in nature and reason, de- 
irianded, for its reception, the whole weight of inspired authority. 
It is inconsistent with every just view of Divine revelation to 
suppose that it avouUI dwell on topics of minor interest, and 
pass by those of the greatest unnoticed. Nay, more, as the doc- 
trine of the Trinity is not only unsupported hy nature, but sub- 
versive of the first great truth of the Jewish religion, it dcmfinded 
ten-fold weight of evidence to set the old dot trine aside, and 
make room for the introduction of tlie new. The new doctrine, 
therefore, would have been proclaimed in a stylo suited to its 
dignity — preachc/J in the streets, and shouted from .:he house 
tops — argued in the school, and thundered forth in the synagogue, 
(‘stablished by miracles for the satisfaction of the multitude, and 
demonstrated vvitli power for the conviction of the learned. An 
object so weighty would not have been based on an epithet or 
exclamation, nor loft to pendulate hy the spirler-thread of an 
inference. The use of the Greek article, or Hebrew plural, the 
precise meaning of an obscure word, or ambiguous phrase, or the 
admission or rejection of a tpxt stamped with the hramlof in- 
terpolation, typuld liave had little influence in a question of sucli 
magnitude. That which was intended illuminate the world, 
would not, in contradiction to a declaration of thj^ Saviour, liave 
been hid “ under a bushel,'* but presented to us in a volume of 
light, and made to shine upon us like the sun in bis brightness, 
that all might see and understand* In a word, had ,tbo,pocti ino 
of the Trinity been a revelation from heaven, it is but reasonable 
to suppose that it would have formed the leading and most pro- 
minent article of revealed religion, run parallel to tlie first com- 
mandmentj and told us that besides the f^reat Jehovah, wliom 
the Israelites believed to be one being, or person, two other per- 
sons were to be admitted into the Godhead, equally claiming 
our adoration ; and that it would be a leprosy and a soul- 
dcstroying heresy” to deny it. But our Blessed Saviour taught 
a diflferenfc lesson. “ This is life eternal," said be, that they 
might know thee the ONLY True God, and Jesus Christ whom 
thou hast sent." — John xvii. 3. 

If Christ were really Almighty God, it is inconceivable wliy 
he did not avow it distinctly ; and that it was not as (bstinctly 
taught by the Apostles. Strange, that bis own family and dis- 
ciples never once suspected him to be the God of Israel! So 
far from admitting a thought tlmi would liave paralysed them, 
and falsified what they wore taught in their lavtr, “ that no man 
could seS^the face of God and live.” — Exod*‘ xxxiii. 120, — they 
lived wiife him on terms of the most friendly -and familiar inter- 
course. On one occasion, Peter rebuked fcm.— -Mat. xvi. 22. 



it may bo allogoil by Mr. Popt*, ibat the disciples, apostles, atid 
all who bad ^bc besf opportunities of contemplating our Lord, 
entertaiiied erroneous opinions of him, (yet Peter was in no 
error wlien he said, “ thou art the Christ the Son of the Living 
God,”) and that it was not till after liis resurrection, ascension, 
and the effusion of the Holy Spirit, that their minds were en- 
larged to form a true conception of his character. Well, what 
was their o^>inion then ? Did they suppose him to be the Eter- 
nal God ? Never. When they were busily occupied in laying 
the foundation of the Christian Church among both Jews and 
Gentiles, they declared that Christ was the chief comer stone 
in the edified ; but that the Almighty was the supreme architect. 
In all their preaching, as racorded in their Acts,” they never 
made the Deity pf Christ the theme of a ^single discourse. They 
spoke of ?/im as he had spoken of himself — deputed by the 
Father to rescue man from the bondage of sin and death. But 
they never spoke of the Son’s consubstantiality with tbo Fatlier — 
nor of three persons in one God. The Jews vanquished as their 
prejudices were, by arguments deduced from their own Scrip- 
tures, and corroborated by miracles, would not have endured 
such language. Nor can it be contended that the x'^.postlcs, from 
fear of the Jews,* suppressed any truth winch it was their duty 
to reveal, much less a truth of such paramount importance. 
The Jews did not require to bo instructed in tlm nature of the 
Deity — they had learned from the writings of Moses and the 
prophets, that he is one, all powerful, wise, and good ; and it 
was never so much is hinted to them by the Saviour, that their 
notions of (jod were erroneous. The points, therefore, on 
’ which thi! ^ postles insisted to' them, were the Messiah-ship of 
Christ, obedieAcri to his precepts, faith in fcis doetjines, the re- 
surrection and judgment. Tlie Gentiles who were univei^sally 
corrupted by Polytheispn, did require to be taught a pure theology; 
and in Paul’s discourse to the Atheiffians we have a most edify- 
ing specimen of the mode in which they were addressed. Having 
8(‘en an altar dedicated to the unknown God, the Apostle takes 
occasion to expatiate on the being and character of the God who 
is made known by revelation —and his discourse throughout is 
most decidedly Unitarian. He speaks of the great Creator of 
the World, the Lord of Heaven and Earth — of his having made 
of one blood all nations of men, who, according to the saying of 
one of their own poets, are his offspring;'* that he is not to 
be represented by images of gold, silver, or stone, for as he is a 


* Ttie autliqr has somewhere read* that Athanasius imputes it to the 
Apostles’ fears of tJie Jews, that they did not preach the Deity of Christ. 
Tiie true reason was, that they knew no such fiction. To allege that men, 
w ho were preiinrcd at all tira«8, to die for the truth, dared not to advocate 
any doctrine essential to salvjstton, even before their most infuriated enemies, 
is to slander their character. 
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spirit, he must be contemplated liy tl>e spiritual part of man ; 
that being infinitely lieneficient, he connived at their past igno- 
rance, but now commanded them to repent, to depart from their 
idolatry, to worship and obey the great Jehovah alone. To give 
efiicacy to his admonition, he then speaks of the great topics 
never neglected by the Apostles, resurrection, and judgment — 
declaring unto them that God had appointed a day in which he 
would “ judge the world, in righteousness, by that ^ian whom 
he had ordained,’^ and that he had, given the most incontestible 
proof of this truth, by having already raised him from the dead.*^ 
— Acts, xvii. 

All this discourse was highly beautiful and instruct!. e. ' ft con- 
tained nothing but what “reason and common sense” could 
approve and adopt. The only t/circumstance about whicli his ' 
hearers felt distrust, was the resurrection. But what vfPuld have 
been their thoughts, had the Apostle, after having revealed to them 
the true God — brought them down from the elevation to which he 
had raised them, and alleged that ihe Almighty Creator, of whom 
he had just declared that “ he dwelleth not in temples made 
with hands” — that he whom “the heaven and the heaven of 
heavens cannot contain,” was cradled in a manger, and after a 
life of suffering, was put to death upon a cross? Would they 


* It is argued by Burgh who wrote, against Lindsey’s Apology, a book 
which he was pleased to entitle a “ Scriptural Confutation,” that because 
Paul preached Jesus to the Athenians, they said, he seemed to be a setter, 
forth of strange GodSf Acts, 7[vii. 18. Here, upon n call to explain him- 
self and answer the charge of setting forth strange Gods, in having preached 
Jesus, he avows tliat he whom he liad preached was that G<jd whom they 
iTnew not, (the unknown God) but worshipped igiiorai\ely : Cut he had 
preached Jesus ; therefore Jesus Christ w'as that God hitherto unknown to 
them, and one with the Father.” 

Such is a specimen of the miserable and contcm-ptiblc sophistry of a man 
who thought, he could confute Lindsey ! He makes strange Gods (or fo- 
reign demons) and unhwwn Ood, relate to the same person, ignorant or 
forgetful that the word rendered Gods is iettfAovtciy which, in general, if 
not in every other instance, in the common version of tlie Scriptures, fs ren- 
dered Devils. The Athenians were so much addicted to the fear and worship of 
these Devils or Demons, that Paul charged them with being hiffiicsifMfiffrtfigg 
too superstitious — more literally, too fearful of Demons. The foreign De- 
mons of which “he seemed to be a setter-forth,” were .Tesiis and Anastasis, 
i. e. Resurrection, and it would be as consistent to assert of Anastasis as of 
Jesus, that she was the unknown God. What analogy there is, either gram- 
matical or physical, between “ foreign Demons” plural, and the **<4inknown 
God” singular, such writers as Burgh may determine. This confuter of 
Lindsey says, “ I thank God and my pious parents for it, that witli my 
nurse’s milk I did imbibe &e doctrine^ (of tlie Trinity) which I now main- 
tain ; and,at the same time, 1 imbibed a belief, that grass was grefen, that 
fire was hot, that snow was cold, and that two and two make four.” Pro- 
digious ! Wiat pity that he did not add to these liberal scientific attain- 
ments, the belief that one is one, and that three are three ! 
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liave suppo'ii^il the Ajmsile to he .‘imusiriif them vvitfi si>ni« 
idle tale for which they had a*])araliel in their fables of the 
birth and vsepulchie of C»’retau »Jove ? * 

Ir is cleariy'^ilemonstrable then from tlie records extant of tlie 
preaching of the Apostles, that they did not teach tlm doctrine 
of the Trinity to the Jews. It is equally detnonstrahle" that they 
taught Unitarianism to the Gentiles — that faith which the elou 
quent reformers of the nineteenth century stigmatize as a “ le- 
prosy, and a ^joul -destroying heresy.'* 

In the writings as well as tl/e preaching of the Apostles, we 
find many passages strongly expressive of their belief in the di- 
vine unity-->-nqt one in which tlie Jiolders of that <loctrine are 
censured, as tney ftiast inevitably have been, if tlieir doctrine 
were erroneous. The Apostle «lohn combats the errors of tho 
Cinostics and cond-eniiis the Chufclies of Assja, for various lapses 
and defections from the truth. But no where any condem- 
nation either direct or implied attacheil to Unitarianism. How 
should it ? The inspired writers weic all Unitarians, and knew 
no more of the ti itheistic hypotlnUsis than of the Pope's infallibi- 
lity. The Apostle Paul spoke not only his own sentiments hut 
those of his Iketlireu, when he attirmed that the “ head of 
Christ is Go<l.” But of all the sacred authors Jolin is the most 
copious in a^ltesting the Supreme Deity of God, and shewing the. 
derived existence, and derived mir^^culous powers of Christ. 
If one Apostle might claim pre-eminence above the rest, as the 
advocate of the divine uinty, John wmuld have a 4*air claim to 
be tk(? Apostle of Unitarianism’*^ 

As the doctrine of jhe Trinity is no wdiere taug^it in tlie Scrip- 
tures, it 19 inferred by Trinitariarjs ; and some of its ablest advo- 
(7ates admit th^t it is altogether ’a doctrine of inference, J'hey 
cannot find it in Matthew'' — nor in Mark— ^nor in Luke — nor 
in John— *>nor in Paul — nor in Peter — nor in tJame^ — fior 
in Jude — but they give us to understand that thme are 
certain hints and expressions in one and in llie other, 

from a judicious combiiiatioii of w'hich it may he axtractod, 
by a little knowledge of the dialectics of tiieology. The Scrip- 
tures, we suppose, contjain its elements as the alphabet con* 
tains the elements of the mysterious teirngrammaion / The 
picture is in the colours of the painters pallet, and requires only 
to he transferred to tlie canvas ! The statue w l.ii !i may “ en- 
chant the world,’* and claim its idolatry, lies in the marble block, 


* Sec this most satisfactorily proved by the Uev. VV. J. Fox, in his Id ter 
to the Rev. Dr. Blomfield, now Bishop of London, entitled ‘‘ 'J'hc .'\i»ostIe 
Joiin a Unitfirian.’* The Bishop is to be coinrneaded for his prwkncc ii\ 
not attempting, ail answer to so powerfiul and eloquent an ania'^onist. His 
silence may be deemed a sufficient concession, though it would bo more 
magnanimous to declare himself vanquished.— See also the Apostle Paul 
a Unitarian, *’ by the Rev. B. Mardon. 
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and asks but the chisel of some Phidias or Praxiteles to rescue 
it from concealment ! The golden calf of Aaron had its compo- 
nent parts, its membra disjecta^ in the ear-rings 6i‘ the wives and 
of the sons and daughters of Israel. It required but the blast 
of the furnace, and tlie graving tool of the artist to fashion 
them into a four-footed idol. Thus, from a skilful amalgamation 
of heathenish inventions and traditions, with certain garbled 
extracts from Scripture, do the atlvocates of Athanasianism form 
a triplicate object of worship, and with their predecessors in the 
wilderness of old, exclaim, “ These he thy Gods, O Israel !” 

But why a triplicate object ? Ah ! there is a great mystery in 
the number three^ and, as heathen mythology will leacfi us, it has 
many an ancient hereditary claim to respect. But on what par- 
ticular passages of Scripture c- the doctrine of the Athanasian 
Trinity is fou|\ded, the reader who has nothing Irat revelation 
for his guide, cannot easily discover; for though it often 
speaks of the Holy One, and the lUessed One, it never speaks of 
the holy three^ nor the blessed Jiree, Tlie advocates of the doc- 
trine refer us to the Saviour's command, to baptize in the name 
of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit,* and after informing 
ns that to baptize in the name of a person, is to ascribe Supreme 
Deity to that iierson, a statement which at once makes Moses 
the Supreme Deity, f they ask in a tone of conscious triumph) 
Is not the Father one — is not the Son one — and is not the 
Holy Ghost one — and are not three ones — three We answer — 

unquestionably. And ask in return — three what ? — Gods ?~No 4 
That would be polytheism. Names of the same God? No. 
That would confound the persot>sand plungK us in what Athanasi-^ 
ans would call the “ damnable h»,*resy” of Sabelliaiysin — Persons ? 
“ Yes. — And the tl^vee persons are one God-? * Yes.— Then is 
eadi person but the third part of the one God. This divided^ 
the essence and robs God of his simplicity. Again, we are 
referred to 1 John, v. 7 — a text universally rejected as an fhter- 
polation -by learned and honest critics. But, admitting it as 
genuine, it could give no more support than the former text, to 
the doctrine of three in one. The connexion would lead us to 
conclude, that the three witnesses were one only in testimony* 
Of essence it says nothing — it insinuates nothing. The same 
principles of inference which deduce a Trinity from these verses 
might deduce an Hnneity^ or nine in one, from Rev. i. 4, 5 — 
and we might ask, is not be which was, and which is, and 
which is to come,** one ? — And are not the “ seven . spirits he- 
fore the thrdne,^^ sevens — and is not Jesus Christ ilie faithful 
; ^ witness,*^ one f 1+7 + 1= 9, This doctrine may be sup- 
ported by iTim. V. 21. I charge thee before God, and the 
Lord «|^us Christ, and the* Elect Angels.*' What angels? The 


* Mat. xxviii, 19. 


t 1 Got# X* 2 , 
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seven spirits of Jolui, toisootik Thus is the doctrine of John 
Confirmed by ^that of* Paul. It has the hij^h sanction also of 
Hurgh, who says, that he “ may possibly surprise Mr. Lindsey, 
by an assuiauce that these seven spirits are Ciod.*' It is, no 
doubt, a very surprising assurance ! but, he continue!^, “ this is a 
]>osition very easily explained to the man ivho remembers that 
Noah found grace in the cz/ca* of the Lord/ i"he seven spirits 
are the of the Lamb — (they were (jod just now,) and the 
Lamb is Jesus Christ hirnselA*’ But Christ is Cod — and therc- 
tore he wiiich was, and is, and is to cook?, — the seven s])irits 
and J^sjis ^Juist are one God ! '('bus is the doctrine of an 
Hnne'Uif proved* by genuine orthodox inference. Let not the 
ia>urteoiis reader object^ to* the term i^nneitt/^ on account of its 
novelty. Ihat t>f Trinity vv^sns novel ii|any years after die first 
d;spensati8ii of the gospel. The one word — the one doctrine, is 
as scriptural as the other ; and the P^nuaity wants nothing but a 
little aid trom tradition, the Infallible Church, and the Synod of 
Ulster, to fix it on as stable and permanent a foundation as 
t!ie?Triuity. 


SECTION FOURTIU 

Tht^ inferiority oj •Christ to the Father proved by his own 
declarations, 

• 

Mr. Pope Ifas quoted the long list of texts usually employed 
in this coniroversj', to sh»»w that Christ posscsscil all the at- 
tributes of the Supreme Defty. A similar task liavS been re- 
peatedly ex?cuty(l by men whose erudition and critical ingenuity 
were tally equal to those of Mr. Pope, but^widi a success simhiu' 
to that of the architects of the tower of Bahcd.* Maciy *uf the 
texts quoted, are iiM^levant and inisunderstood. It would be a 
labour more tedious ibaii difiicult* to show that none of tlieiu, 
when rightly interpreted, yields any support to th^ doctrine ot* 
three persons in one God. Mr. Maguire’s assertion could be 
amply verified, that every text in support of the doctrine, could 
be confronted by another, till not a shred of argument remained. 
The New Testament is redundant in passages proving the su- 
premacy of the Father, and the subordination of the Son. 'J'ho 
very ideas of Father fwjd Son imply superiority in the one — 
inferiority in the othi^. The Niceno and Atlianasiau Creeds, 
in tact, admit this, it is denied by the “ Article,’^ which 

afifirms that the th|S^persons are of one substance, power, and 
eternity. They ad^it that Christ wasd)egotteji of the Fatlier, 
^d thus* contradict the coefernity and coequality which the ar- 
tbde.agserts. The words of the second article of the CJiurch 
of England begotten from everlasting of the Father," are 
nonsense, for they involve two ideaiS which destroy each other — 
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tfiat wliicli is Ix'gotten Is not sciU'-c^xistont, llieriifoie nut (?ternaf — 
tfiat vvliicli is etehial is selt-oxistent, thereforo not l^egultuii. Sa 
little consistency is there in the creeds and articles ot* man's in- 
vention. So difficult it is to pat a total extinguisher on the 
trutli, that God is one ! 

Again, as reason and coinn>on sense tell us that a father must 
exist before a son can be begotten, so must he who commands 
he greater than he who obeys ; the hestower is supeiior to tho^ 
receiver ; the sender to him wlio is sent ; and he who prescribes 
a tiivsk, to him by wliom it is executed. Now Christ is repre- 
sented in the Scriptures as in all things subordinate to tl.e Fa- 
ther. lie <leclares his own inferiority, and so^strongly and so 
frequently disclaims the ascription ti> himself of the attributes 
that belong to Jehov.alr: alone, tliAt it is really a. matter of .aston- 
ishment how any one can entertain a doubt on the (/uestion. 

Me affirms the supremacy of the Father in terms the most 
explicit, undeniable, aiul unqualitied. 

3Iy Father is greater than all.” — Jo/i’n, x. 29. 

Consequently greater tliaii the Son — and that there may be no 
doubt of this, lie says again, 

My Father is greater than I.” — John, xiv. 28. 

lie declares that the same great being win) is our God ami 
Father, is also his God and Father. 

« I ascend unto my Fatlier and your Father : and to my God and your 
God.”— John, xx.'*l 7. 

He denies iiidejtendant and underived existence when he 
says, 

“ I live by the Father.”— John, vi. 5’<. 

He denies that he is inherently ainl underivtddy jpossessed of 
any pvwer whajtsoever ; and he does this with a solemn repeated 
asseveration. 

“ Verily, verily, I say unto you, the Son can do. nothing of himself but 
what he seeth the Father do.” — Jofiti, v. 19. 

To sit on' my right- hand and on my left, is not mine to give, but it 
shall be given to them for whom it is prepared of my Father.”— Mat. xx, 23, 

He affirms that he is not omniscient — 

“ or that day, and that liour, knoweth no man, no, not the angels which 
arc in heaven; neither the 8on, but the Father.”— Mark, xiii. 32. ♦ 


* This is a most distressing text to Trinitarians. In vain have they tor- 
tured invention and falsified the meaning of the Greek text, to escape a 
conclusion w'hich is fatal to their scheme. G^|A^nforms us that* the verb 
«i3sr signifies maheth known, though no inSupe' of its having such a 
meaning occurs in the whole compass of Greek leiiiifiing. Admit, it how- 
ever, for a moment, and mark the consequence. ** That day and that hour 
no man fnaketh known, no, not the angels whlch^are in heaven, neither the 
Son, but the Father only known,'' This is a direct contradiction 

of the Saviour, * 1 $ meaning, to avoid which, it is proposed by Other expounders, 
to supply tlfe i^rds '*in his official capacity,” or <*in his human nature,” 
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Me refuseb to be called good in the sense of infinitely be- 
nevolent. • 

“ There is none good but ONE, that is God.**— Mat. xix, 17. 

He ascribes his mission and his works to his Feather. 

“ Hie works which the Father hath given me to finish, the same M'orks 
that 1 do, bear witness of me that the Father hath sent me.*’— -John, v. 3G 

He acknowledges that his power of exercising judgment is 
bestowed ‘upon him by the jbather. 

“ The Father judgelh no man, but hath committed all judgment to the 
Son,”— John, v. 22. 

Hc’affirms tUat his doctrine did not originate with himself. 

My doctrine is not mine, but his that sent me. Jfany man will do 
Ills will, he shall know of th^ doctrine, whether it be of God, or whether I 
s])eak of myself.”— John, vii. Hi, IT. ^ 

Ho denies that ho camo of himself. o 

“ Ye both know me, and ye know whence I am : and / am not come of 
myself blithe that sent me is true whom ye know not.”— John vii, 28. 

Ho denies that he came to* do his own will. 

“ I seek not mine own will, but the will of. the Father which Iiath sent 
me.” — John, v. 30, 

Or, that he sought his own glory. 

“ 1 seek not mine own glory— there is owe (viz ; God) that seeketh and 
judgeth.’*— John, viii. 50. r 

Or, that he is himself the ultimate end and object of our faith. 

** Ho that believeth on ij^e, believeth not on me, bu^ on him that sent 
me. John,*xii|, 44. i, e, not so much on me, as on him who sent me. 

He makes it a iless heinous oif’ence to speak against himself 
than against the Holy Spirit, *^vhich is a clear acknowledgment 
of his inferiority. * 

Whosoevef sptaketli a word against the Son Man it shall be forgiven 
him ; but whosoever speaketh against tlie Holy Ghost, i^ shall not®be for* 
given him.”— Mat, xii. 32. 

After his resurrection he saysy» that all his power is the gift 
of his Heavenly Father. • 

All power is yiven unto me in heaven and in earth.”— Mat. xxviii. Id. 

The texts that speak a similar language are almost innumer- 
able, and all so plain aiid intelligible, that their meaning is 
never disputed. How avoid the conclusion to which they 
irresistibly compel ? yow maintain a doctrine by which that 
conclusion is utterly suoverted ? Certain creed-makers and In- 
fer which addition, even if it did not convert solemn truth into impious 
folly, they have no more auth^ty, than for writing a new gospel. But 
this is not all. ^udi Jltcinus my oris ahollcc, in order to parallel and neu- 
tralize the force of this vexatious* text, they have actually quoted Hosea 
viii. 4. “They have nq^e princes, and I (Jehovah) kneto it not;*’ as if 
this was an expression ignora nce and not yf dua unroval— and in their 
anxiety to secure a t|) rob Jehovah of his 

Omniscience ' 
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fallible Cliurches will inform us. They have inventions of their 
own which couKl never he found out by minds uninitiated in 
their mysteries. They inform us, tlioiigh Scripture does not, 
that Christ had two natures, a human and a divine ; and that he 
speaks and acts sometimes in the one, and sometimes in the 
other nature. This, for a moment, being admitted, we natu- 
rally enquire, how is it to be ascertained w hen any of his dis- 
«:ourses or actions are to he ascribed to him as God the Son, and 
when as the man Jesus? To a plain and unsophisticated reader 
this is a serious ditliculty, digmis vindice nodus^ a knot which 
can he untied only by the skill of the “ Infallible Churcli,’' 

By what rule IVotestants are guided in this inquiry, or wlie- 
ther they have any rule, the writer inrst confess ignorance. The 
learned Kammohun lio’f,* a iijulo which there will be occasion 
often to mention^ in the sequel of this essay, has ex pressed a 
wish to be furnished w^ith a list enumerating those expressions 
which are made in one and in the other capacity, with autho- 
rities for the distinction. What authorities siiould he expect but 
those of tradition and an Infallible Church ? The list, perhaps, 
might be furnished, but it would scarcely yield the satisfaction 
which beseems to require — since one clause of the same text, as 
he has himself remarked and illustrated, would require to be 
spoken by the divine, and another by the human nature ; and 
even the same clause might have to be understood as spoken 
sometimes by Vbe one and sometimes by the other, as it chanced 
so suit the argument of the polemic or expounder. A principle 
of conformity to the creed which they liave brought from the 
nursery or college, is the only rule, as far as the Unitarian c^ 
discover, which Trinitarians employ in making the distinctiohf, * 
f bis is the touchstone by which every text aiu^t be proved. 


An Indian lirahinin, who from a diligent perusal of the Sacred Scrip- 
tures, has become a convert to Christianity, and whose intimate and most 
accurately critical knowledge of oriental customs and languages eminently 
qualifies him both to understand and explain the inspired volume. Ilis 
work entitled “ The precepts of Jesus, the guide to peace and happiness/* 
with his first, second, and final appeal to the Christian public, in reply to 
Dr. Marshraan of Serampore, should be in the hands of all lovers of truth. 
It might have been expected that such a convert would have been welcomed 
with delight by every disciple of Jesus ; but his love of truth preventing 
him from embracing certain peculiar doctrines” which, witli all his cri- 
tical acumen, he could not find in the Bible ; he became as much an ob- 
ject of obloquy to tlie “ Orthodox/’ in the Kast, as his Unitarian brethren 
'are in the West. His editor, at length, refused to publish his works, and 
. he was under the necessity of purchasing types and a printing press, to have 
f^iliein printed beneath his ow n immediate inspection, ilappily for the cause 
^of genuine Christianity, they have reached thef>horcs of Great*Bjritain. and 
. the •* Isle of Saints,’* and while paper, ink, and type, remain, they will not 
perish j though some ardent proselyters decry tb.eti;, and say their autlKU- is 
no Christian. Thus did their Jewish brethrci^&bf old -dcclajne of Christ, 
*ihat he was a Samaritan and had a devil ! 



23 


They cover the pure gold of gospel truth with the base alloy of 
human invention^ stamp it with the image and saperscriptioil of 
Athanasius or Calvin, and circulate it as the true evangelical 
coin. When our blessed Saviour says, “ 1 live by the Fa- 
ther/’ — they exclaim, this is spoken in his human nature ! 
When ho says, “My Father and 1 are one,*' though it is clear as 
the sun, that he means one in the Unitarian sense; they imme- 
diately call out, here is a proof of the coexistence, coeternity, 
and consubstantiality of Cjod and Christ ! Mr. Pope adopts 
this mode of explanation, and alleges that “ those passages 
which affirm the son’s inferiority were not spoken of him whole 
and ey://rc;'but,yefer to his human nature, and irKidiatorial cha- 
racter ; and that this view of tlie subject alone, harmonizes the 
seemingly contradictor/ descriptions wliich the Scriptures give of 
the Mesf^iah.” • 

Such vague and unfounded notions as this^may content those 
who can “ prostrate the understanding but reason and common 
sense must protest against J;heni. Can it he imagined that a 
distinction of such importance to the right interpretation of 
Scripture, should he sought for in them in vain ? By admitting 
it as necessary to explain certain fancied contradictions, we are 
involved in ten-fold difficulties, from which we cannot be extri- 
cated, even by the power of an Infallible Church. W’hile it 
ainr.?, on the one hend, to exalt the Saviour to Supreme Deity, 
it degrades him, on the other, beneath the level of an honest 
and true man. It grafts the Unitarian more tl^an he either asks 
or will Hcce^t, It strips part of our Lord’s declarations of their 
sacred influence, 'by representing them as spoken of himself in 
the nature of a common uninspired mortal ; whereas the Uni- 
"^Han Vecdtves,. them all as coming from the inspiration of the 
'Almighty. * Nor is this all. It involves more awful conse^uences.- 
We should have supposed from reading the Scriptures,* “ without 
note or comment.*’ that the Saviour’s character presented to us 
one symmetrical and consistent wflole. But this invention affirms 
that he was not one but two persons ; and since lie did not al- 
ways speak and act as a wfude and mtire, he must sometimes 
have spoken and acted as a part and a fraction. What he was 
ignoiant of as a man, be knew as God. Each character bad 
its peculiar language and mode of acting ; and that which was 
utterly false, as coming from the one, was demonstratively true 
as coming from the other. He is, and he is not, omnipotent, and 
omnispient. He tells a female petitioner, that what she asks is 
not his to 'give — and notwithstanding, it is his to give ! He can- 
not do what is requested of him, and yet it is perfectly in his 
power ! What havoc does such a fancy make of the character of 
him wh6 was full of grace and truth; who always acted with 
ouch perfect candour, and who branded Jiypocrites with his se- 
verest indignation ? ^Xet those who advocate the doctrine abide 
the consequence/ 



- Such, it sPiMiH, tlio only way to liarnioiiizo tlip (lincordmicuM 
of a system which has neither reason nor Scripture for its sup- 
port, Were Unitirians to have recourse tonariy such miserable 
e^edients what a clamour would be raised ? What epithets of 
abuse — -what charges of blasphemy w’^ould be reverberated through 
the synods and convocations of orthodoxy ! The dread sounds 
of heretics — lepers — infidels — atheists — detiiers of the God that 
bought them., would be thundered in their ears : and all this 
for their adherence to the plain and unequivocal language of 
Scripture I We understand the Sawour s words in the sense 
which webelie^ tliey were intended to convey, and it would 
excite ourfsped^t wonder, were we not accustomed to i^, to 
witness the irreverence and disrespect with whi,c!i Jiey are treated 
by the upholders of Trinitarian ism. JThese, seem to make it 
, aheir uniform practise to. contradict the plainest declarations of 
our^ Ldii, as if thyy had taken part with the Scribes eod Pha* 
riaee^s jof old, atid were determined to fix on him the very im- 
putations which he repelled. When he says, ‘‘ My Father is 
greater than j^’^rr-they virtually tell him that he utters a false- 
hood, for thejn^now well that he is equal to the Father in all 
respects. When he denies that he knows when the day of judg- 
ment will arrive, they affirm that he knows it full w’ell, and 
only imposes upon them by an equivocation. When Ire says, 

It is not mine to give,” they«exclaim, this is only an ingenious 
mode of escaping from importunity, for though he cannot 'give 
in his assumed character, he can give all things in his real one ! 
When lie speaks of himself as of “ a man who tqld 'the truth 
which he had beard of God,” they say be is a man only in otit~ 
ward shew, but in i*eality the Omnipotent jehovah ! Thus, « 
with the intention, as in charity we suppose, of exalting the Sa- 
viour, they heap upon |iim the greatest dishcnouis o^'hey mak^ 
him equivocate, dissemiile, and falsify, and impute to him such ^ 
a mode of speaking and acting, as they would be ashamed to 
impute to any man of common-integrity. 

These enor<mities Unitarians avoid, by adhering to the plain 
meaning of Scripture. They feel assured that the Saviour did 
not equivocate, nor practise any species of deception. They 
cannot find a single text which leads to such a horrible suspi- 
cion ; neither are they able to discover any such contradictory 
views of his character and conduct as would lay them under the 
necessity of having recourse to Platonic inventions to reconcile 
them. They cannot “ entangle him in his talk” — nor refuse to 
him the testimony which was given by his enemies, Master, 
we know that thou art true, and teachest the way of God in 
trath ; neither carest thou for any man, for thou regardest not 
the person of men.” — Mat. xxii. ,16. They contemplate our 
Lord not as a mysterious and ambiguous being, acting a doable 
part, and pis^tering with language in a double sense, meaniiig 
one thing a^l^jpressing another — but as one being, sustaining one 



<*}iaracl;*r, a beautiful, liarnionibus aii<l consistent whole — willi- 
ont guile — of spotless* purity, and unimpeachable rectitude, whf> 
spoke as inspired by the spirit of truth, and acted, in all 
respects, as became the Son of (toiI, deputed with the high 
commission to instruct an»l reform the world; to leave us an 
example that we should follow his steps, and live and die for 
our salvation. 


SECTION FIETir. 

The Titles 9^171(1 Jijntheis ftiven ta Christ in the Scriptures^ no 
proof of his Deity. 

• 

Mr. Po|jfi iidWs the Deity of Christ *Jn>in certain titles and 
epithets given to him in the Scriptures : “ the^* expression, Sou 
of (bid,” says he, “ooiiveyeil to the Jewish teachers and people 
the idea, that the jierson assugiing the title asserted an equality 
with (u)d.” VV'^here did Mr. Pope learn this ? What is the 
pro4)f? The appellation was too famili<ar, and too frequently as - 
crilKMl to pious men to conv.ey any such idea, A<lam is de- 
nominatec] tlie Sou of God. — Luke, iii. 38. Israel is the Sou 
of Cbxl. Thus saith the Lord, “ Israel is iny Son, eveu 
my tijst horn.” — E?^od. iv. 22. ** David is the Son of (xod. 
— Psalm, Ixxxix, 2f>, 27. Solomon is the Son of (jod. — 
2 Snmuel, vii. 14. 1 Chron. xxii. 10. ‘‘ As many as receiveil 
him,” says John, (i. 12, 18.) “ to them gave he power to be- 
come the Sons of God, evey to them that believe on his namO ; 
wliicli^w^re born, not of blood,' nor of the will of the flesh, nor of 
the wilLof man, hut of (jro<l.*'^ “Do all things,” says St. Paul, 
(Philip, ii. 14* Li,) “without murniurings av.d disputings ; that y^ 
may be blameless and harmless, the Sons of God, wiiboutFreblike.’* 
And again, “ As mayy as are led by the Sjiirit of God, these are 
the Sons of (lod.” All Cbrislians ifie not only Sons but “ Heirs 
of (bid, and joint-beirs with Christ.” — Horn. viii. W, 17. 

Jliat the was pre-eminently due to the Blessed Saviour, 
is cheerfully admitted — but it was his own assumption of it, it 
sfMiins, that caused the Jews to understand it in a pec.uliar sense, 
Ent(*rtaining, as they did, such exalted notions of the Sqpreme 
Jehovah, it is utterly incredible that they had annexed to tho 
title “ Son of (Jod,” any such idea as that he who claimed it, 
asserted an equality with him, in the unlimited sense contended 
tor by Mr. -Pope — nor will the account of the transaction on 
which he founds his opinion, yiehl it any valid support — -Let 
us examine. While Jesus was walking, ^n Solomon's porch, tlu# 


• “ Can you prodiit^ a stronger or more explicit declaration of the di- 

vine generation of Clfcst than this is, taken literally, of the divine genera- 
tion of believers ? i am convinced you cannot, and yet they were 
diyiiie i>erso«j,.’* The A^o*th John an UniUvrlan.'' \ 
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Jews cftiiift an(i askedhim, to declare exylioitly if lie were tFir- 
Christ ? Our Lord nnsw'ered, that he had told rtiern hefore,-n. 
referred them, as he had referred the messengers from John the 
Baptist, to Jiis miraculous works^ accounted for their unbelief, 
and declared of his own sheep, that he will give them eternal 
life. They shall never perish, neither shall any man pluck 
them out of my hand."' Why? Because, “ My Father which 
GAVE them me is greater than all, ^nd no man is able to pluck 
them out of my Father's hand." (Jod's omnipotence is the 
guarantee of my possession. “ I and my Father are one — 
John X. 30. h one thing,* not one inteJIiger^ being ; ^diie, not 
in essence, for to this there is not the slightest allusion, but one 
as to the particular point mentioned*; Knanimous as to the se-. 
curity and salvation or the disciples. — When he had ended his 
discourse, tlic Jbw’s took up stones to stone him, not merely for 
uttering the words, “ I and my Father are one,^' for to the Jews 
they conveyed no idea of Christls claiming substantial identity 
witli God — nor had any man yet been so absurd as to draw from 
a declaration of unity of purpose, a declaration of unity of es- 
sence — but as they themselves alKrmed for “ l>laspliemy,’’ ge- 
nerally; and specifically, because ‘^tliou being a mjin makest 
thyself God." (Elobim.f ) By making himself God, they meant 


• Newcome, Campbell. Caj)pc. l/ne seuk .. c/iose--^Le Clerc. l/ne nime 
-Port Royal, Simon ^ Sack See Sliehtingius & Woltogenius in loe» 

** They did not understand verse SO, of an essential union, or of any 
union implying equality, for if they ha^ ie would hav'b been a far more plau- 
sible foundation for the accusation than that which they selected,”— Fox. 

^ The meaning is fully developed in John c. xvii. v. 20, 23f “ Neither pray 
I for these alone, but f4T them also who shall believe on nAe, through their 
worcT; that thei/ ail may be ome as thou. Father, art in me, and 1 in 
thee, that (hey also may be one in us : that the world may believe that thou 
hast sent me. And the glory which thou gavest'me, 1 have given them, 
that they mayobc one, even as we are one, 1 in them and thou iu me ; that 
they may be made perfect in one, and that the m orld may know that thou 
hast sent me, and hast loved them, as tliou hast loved me. “ I have planted,” 
says Paul, 1 Cor. iii. 6, 8. “ Apollos watered. Now he that plaiiteth and 

he that watcreth are one The mmtilude of them that believed were of 
one heart and of one souL'* — Acts, iv. 32. Wc being many are ot^e bre.'td 
and one liody ; for we are all partakers of that one body.” — 1 Cor. x. 17. 
Admitting the much disputed text, 1 .John v. 7. of the three heavenly wit- 
nesses to be genuine, it must be interpreted in a similar sense, 

f The holy angels are styled Gods. ** Thou hast made him a little 
lower Me-ehhim than the Cods.” — Ps. viii. 5. - * 

Also judges and rulers. “ Thou shalt not revile the Gods,”— (oi judges 
and rulers.) — Kxod. xxii.2.28. “ God standeth iu the Congregation of the 

Mighty, he judgeth among the Gods. ^ 1 hiave said, ye are Gods ; and all 
of you arc children of the Most High,”— Psalrn, Ixxxii. J, 6. See also 
Exod. xxi. 6. 

The ambassadors and prophets of God were alsoj^lled Gods. ** And 
the Lord i^d unto Moses, see, I liave made \hee Stohim, a GpiJ to Pha- 
it raoh*"«»£xod, vii. 1. ** Thou shalt be to him inst^^ of God**Viv. 1,6, 




itWt^ehail assumed a divine authority without warrant*^^*^ii 
hot that he had preteaided to be the infinite Jelaivah. Evefi his 
'calumniators would have been ashamed of having such a mean- 
ing fixed on their expressions. But that their meaning was 
what has been just slated, and that the Saviour understood them 
in that sense, is clear as demonstration, from his reply. Ho 
founds it on an argument taken from their own Scriptures, and 
shews that jf he had raadehiniself God, or Elohim^ in the sense 
in which that term was applied to Moses, and the Jewish 
prophets, judges, and legislators, he would have been perfectly 
justifig^Me, for he spoke and acted by a warrant of divine autho- 
rity as d^ell Vs tlK*y. ‘‘ Is it not written in your law,*' said he. 

Ye are Gods? (Elohim.X if he called them Gods (Elohim,) 
to whom the word of God capje, (and , the Scriptures cannot 
be broken,^ say ye of him whom the Father hajh sanctified and 
SENT into the world, thou blasphemest^ because I said, I am’' — 
What? not that lam God (Elohiin) hut “Me Son of God? 
Hence, it is apparent that it vt^s on his assumption of this title 
that they grounded their charge of blasphemy; and not on his 
having made any pretensions to the name and character of Je- 
hovah. He then proceeds to justify his claims to the title which 
he did assume, and proposes an infallible test hy which a judg- 
ment might be formed of their validity. “If I do not the works 
of laj ‘Father believe* me not. But if I do, though ye believe 
not me, beliet^e the works, tliat ye may know, arid believe, that 
the Father is ir^ me, and 1 in hiin.^’f 

As to the Jews confounding the Son with the Father, and 
supposing that Gfirist’s assumption of the former name, im- 
' plied an assumption of the name and honours of Jehovah, and 
an identity oV. esoence, it is totally devoid of scriptural evidencci 
In the passage which has just been under consideratioit, ap- 
pears that Christ, so far from adopting even the appellative 
name of JSlokim, nrtich less tliat ot Jehovah, designates himself 
by the inferior title of Son; a title which no Jew^could ever 
be so preposterous as to identify with that of Father. 

The Jews, on another occasion, understood CItrist as making 
himself equal with God. Let us consider this. 

Our Lord had performed a miraculous cure on the sahbath- 
<lay. This the Jews resented as a violation of the fourth com- 
mandment, and sought to slay him. Jesus seeing their intended 
violence, justified what he ha<l done, by pleading <livine authority, 
saying, “ My Father worketh hitherto, and 1 work.” — John, v. 17. 
My bather conducts the beneficent operations of his providence or. 
the sabbath, as well as on atlier days, and I, hy liis special au- 


* Cappe. 

f “ Compare John xiy. JOf 1 1 ; where this union is said to consist in speak- 
ing the words, aiul works of the Father.’*— -Xcwcomk. 




thftt'ity dn tli()s<? works of imncy which he fias commissioned 
tne to perform. ' 'riiis plea only incensed ikem the? more ; ami 
they sou^^ht to kill !iim, heoaiisc, as they athrmed^ “he mit only 
had hrokem the sahhaih, hut sai<i also, that CJod was his Father, 
Jiiaking himJielf etpial with (like) (ilod.’' Now, pentle reader^ 
observe, tliis is not the sentiment of the Kvan^elisf* hut a ca- 
lumny of the Jews — for (Jirist neither broke the Sabbath nor 
claimed equality with the Father.^ It was only in their wicked 
imaginations that he had done either. I'he liypocrites who 
ciiaiired “ the Lord of the sabbath,” with hn^akinp^ it, herause 
he had healed an infirm man, had no scruple to take tln*ir ox, 
or their ass, to watering’, on that day ; iior had the{’ anj/ objec- 
tion to exalt themselves above Gofl, by “ tend ling f^or doctrines 
the commandments of men.” Njtwitbsfanding tboir perversity, 
liowovtT, our Lord condescended to answer and *;-e])<d their 
calumny. He commenced along address by a solemn declara- 
tion, equivalent to a direct posilive contradiction of their asser- 
tions. “ Verily, verily, I say yon, the 8 on can < 1 () nothing 
of himself, hut what he seeih the Father 'i'he Son 0/7- 

i^inates nothing — so far from claiming i‘qnality with the I'afhcr, 
he only follows his example. Tliis'he rep<*at» again in the* JOtli 
verse, “ / can of rnive oic 7 i self do nolhing,' Then he speaka 
of the Father as in every respect his superior. It is the Father 
who sheweth him all things-^that cotynuifs all judgment to tlie 
Son— that sands him-^/tT.v him to have life in liimself — gh^es 
liim authority to execute judgment — assigns to him the task 
which he lias to perform. 80 far from ntiording the h*ast ground 
for the charge tliat he pn*tended to be ernial with God, lie thric*? 
ileclares, in the same, reply, that he was sent by the Father ; and 
tT-at he sought not his own will, hut the will of him by w hom 
lie was deputed. Tfie Jews, in defiance of their prejudice and 
malevolence, appear to have been ovenome by the force of 
truth, and tacitly to have adiqitt<*d tliat. their charge was nnttm- 
able ; for tl^y made no reply, hut suffered iiim to depart un- 
molested. 

I.et ns now, for the sake of argument, admit that the words 
“ making himself t*<jual with God,” contain the sentiment of the 
Fvangelist, as well as of the Jews, What, let us entjuire, was 
tlie nature, or extent of the equality which, in this case, they 
may have supposed the Saviour to claim ? W as it unlimited", 
ami unqualified ? Did it imply that the Son was consuhstantiaf 
and coeternal with the everlasting Fatlier ? Nothing like it. 
No Jew ever maintained so preposterous an idea, nor is there 


*a II 

an* .Tuannps per iniincsin, et ei illuruin, non ex siia sententia lo- 
quitur, Kaiii rcipsj iiec sabbatiiin solvit, nec seipsuin Deo a'qualem feeit. 

ISliditingius, in lov, 

Calumninm capitalem ci strucbaiit.— >CrotiuH. 



^Vtm iho shadow of an argument for it in all tlie sacred Volum#*i 
Tliey were exasperated at the Saviour for claiming a peculiar 
relationship to* God, hy stiling him oimi Father, as if he 

ha<l excluded tlnnn, or deemed them unworthy of being reckoned 
in the same degree of affinity— and also for assunrlng a privi- 
lege to do works of mercy on the sahhath-day, equally as if 
he had been its institutor. This was the only point of equality 
or simiUtudq which even they could charge the Saviour with 
assuming. As for meta])hy*dcal ideas about consubstantiality 
and coeternity, tlio Jews knew nothing about them — and if they 
had, our Lortl, in the very first sentence of liis reply, would 
have ex]i^)se<f the»* folly. “ Verily, verily, I say unto you, the 
Son can do nothing of hjmself but what he seeth the Fa- 
ther do.”* * t f 

The Jew^, whli* all their malevolent and persecuting spirit, 
tiover thought that Christ assumed equality with God, in the 
s(»iise alleged by 'ri’initarianisni. Kven when they brought Iiim 
before Caitqihiis, and made the^strongest accusation they could, 
was it that he had pretended to be in all respects equal to the 
omnipotent Jehovah? No such thing. They accused him of 
saying', “ I am able to destroy the temple of God, and to build 
it jn three* days a figurative way in which he had spoken of 
his resurrection. Then the high priest adjurtal him hy the living 
God, Po declare whether ho were the Son of God ? Can any 
one imagiiu; that in this solemn adjuration, which q)re8erves the 
distinction between the living God and the Son, so remarkably, 
the high priest fiad any idea that Christ had either assumed, or 
would as.sume the cWaracter <ff the Supreme Deity? Ilis object 
•u'as to ascertain whether ho hall named himself the Christ or the 
Messiah ;**an<f /)ur Lord, as became him, replied in the affirma- 
tive. His declaring himself to he the IVrt'ssiah was ^leewed 
hlaspliemy ; not his assumption of the character of Deity, for 
this iie never did nssicme — nor did tjie Jews when they brought 
him before Pilate*, urge against him any such accusation. They 
said, “ we have a law, hy which law he ought to die, because he 
made himself the Son of God.” Observe — this charge was made 
before a heathen, whose Polytheistic religion would have led 
him to consider this as no great offence, and the Jews could not 
he ignorant of a fact so notorious. Many among the Romans, 
were denominated Sons of Gods, by the flattery of poets, and 
the gratitude of their friends and admirers. Why then did the 
Jews prefer a charge which had no criminality in the eyes of a 
Jloman, if they could, with any plausibility, bring forward the 
more grievous aiMMisation of his assuming the character of Su- 
]>reme Deity ? It is not contended, indeec?, that even this would 
have made any \(*ry unfavoumlJle impression on Pilate; but it 


■* Coinparatio e.st sunipta a discipulo cjui niagistrimi sibi prpecuiitcm diU- 
gfiiter iiitiieiiir, ut imitnri pobsit.’*— Grotius. 



50 


^ohicl have exasperated the multitude still more ; and it is cort- 
tmry to all experience^ to suppose they vA'Ould omit the greater 
and insist on the less offence. Their law to which they appealetl, 
was directerl against blasphemy in general. He that bias* 
pbemeth the name of the Lord shall surely be put to death ; and 
nil the congregation shall certainly stone him.^’ — Lev. xxiv. 16. 
They had also a law, (Deut. xviii. 20.) for putting a false pro- 
phet to death ; much more, for executing the same sentence on 
any one making a false claim to tho character and office of their 
Messiahb But they had no law against the specific crime of 
pretending to be the Almighty Jehovah. They never .contem- 
plated the possibility of such an extravagance. * Bui they thought 
the assumption of any authority from heaven was blasphemy, and 
for this they accused him. Thia accusation failing, they charged 
him with a political crime, and succeeded. i* 

It is lamentable that any man of Mr. Pope’s talents and learn- 
ing should ha;5ard such an assertion as the following; “If the 
JRedeemer were not God, then \lid he suffer himself to remain 
tinder a charge of blasphemy — then did he, hy his tvords, both 
incur the guilt of wilfully contributing towards fiis own cruci* 
fixion, and justify his murderer:! in putting him to death as a 
blasphemer.” 

Whether the Redeemer < was God, or not, he did not repel 
their last charge of blasphemy. He was** consistent throughout, 
in maintaiuiif^ that he was the character which lie was perse- 
cuted for assuming. But he was not God ; for n.his he most 
clearly and decidedly denied. He was the Son of God ; for this 
he as decidedly asserted, before the people, before Caiaphas, and 
before Pilate. The assumption of this title, as claiming^ a peculiar 
*4nterest with heaven, and the honour of being ttlte Messiah, was 
deeVned hlaspiiemy by the Jews ; and this charge he never refuted. 
Even so, he did not die the death of a blasphemer, which the law of 
Moses decreed to be by stoning, hut tij\j death of a political 
malefactor, by crucifixion, on a false charge of sedition, and by 
the sentence of a Roman governor. 

Even when he hung on the cross, and his enemies gave vent 
to the full torrent of their repioaches, and upbraided him with 
all the offences, of which, in justification of their own cruelty, 
they wished to make him appear guilty, that of having assumed 
the name and character of Jehovah was not among them, 

Mr. Pope thinks that the name Emmanuel, which signifies 
ijod with us^ proves the Supreme Deity of Christ, 

The passage in Mat. i. 23, is this : — Behold a virgin shall be 
wdh child, and shall bring forth a son, and they shalKcall his name 
Emmanuel, which being interpreted, is, God with us.'* Bishop 
Lowth says, that these words did not primarily apply to Christ ; 
and Bammohun Roy has clearly shewn that they were applied 
hy Isaiah, vii. 14*, — “to Hezekiah, son of Aliaa, figuratively de- 
iignated as the son of TJte Vhginy the daughtt^ of Zion, to wit, 
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Jerusalem, foretold by prophet, as the deUve? 5 er of the city 
from the hands bf its enemies, thougii its utter destruction was 
then threatened by the kings of Syria and Israel. Orthodox 
writers, in tlie interpretation of the text in Isaiah,'’ observes the 
same learned author, “ have entirely disregarded the original Scrip- 
ture, the context, and the historical facts.” It should be ren- 
dered not “ a virgiriy' but the virgin, viz : “ The virgin daughter 
of Zion, the city of Jerusalem^ is pregnant, and is hearing a Son, 
and shall call Ids name Emmanuel.” In accordance with this 
version, it is translated by Bishop Lowth, with the definite 
article, a/id in th'i present tense, thus, “Behold, the Virgin 
conceiveth and beareth a Son.” The prophets, in their figu- 
rative language, often cidl Jerusalem, the Daughter of Zion, 
and the Virgin^ — thus, Isaiali, xxxvii. 22 : — “ Ttie virgin, the 
Daughter oj Zion, hath despised thee, and laughed thee to 
scorn ; the Daughter of Jerusalem hath shaken her head at 
thee.” — Tims, Jeremiah, xiv. 1?. “Let mine eyes run down 
with tears night and day, and let them not cease ; for the 
virgin (laughter of my people is broken with a great breach.” 
And again, xviii. 13. “ Thus «aith Jehovah, * * T/ie virgin of 

Israel hath *(1000 a very horrible thing.” — Amos, v. 2. “ The 

virgin of Israel is fallen. She shaH no more rise ; she is for*^ 
salien ifpon her land ;• tliere is none to raise her up.” The 
original word virgin, in the passage under consideration, has 
before it the esnphatic or Mefinite particle rr, Jm, which incon- 
testihly fixes its meaning ; and it can be shewn by numerous in- 
stances, that the wortl rt^n, •harah, rendered in our translation 
shall conceive, should be is witli child. “ Tamar hath played 
the harlot, *and is with child.” — Gen. xxxviii. 24. 

“ And the angei of the Lord said unto lif^r, (Hagar) hehoVl, 
thou art (harah) with child.” — Gen. xvi, IL “ If men strive 
and imrt a woman wUh child,'’ (ha^ali) Exod, xxi. 22. The 
Evangelist Matthew, quotes Isaiah, not from the original He** 
brew, but from the Septuagint translation, which is here incorrect. 
But it answers his purpose, which is merely to apply it by way 
of accommodation^ to Christ — “ the son of Ahaz and the Sa^ 
viour resembling eacli other, in each being the means, at difter- 


* It is also called “ barren.’*— Isaiah, Uv. 1, ** a captive Diiiughtcr,”— 
lii. 2— and a “ Harlot,” — Ezek. xvi. 35. 

f Accommoddlious are passages of the Old Testament which arc adapted 
by writers of the New Testament, to an occurrence that liappened in their 
time, on account of correspondence and similitucV* Tliese are not pro- 
phecies, though .they are sometimes said to be fulillled ; for any thing may 
be said to be fulfilled when it can lie pertinently applied. I’his method of 
explaining Scripture by accomtpt^dation, will enable us to solve some of the 
greatest difficulties relating (o the prophecies.” — Horne’s Introduction to 
the critical study of tlie Scr^tures, Vol. 1 1. p. 438. 
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nil yKulo<ls, ihoiiirli iii <lirt*eront senses, of esUililisliing the tliroiie 
of the house of David.’'* 

All this, indeed, must appear most evident t<» any <nu; who will 
take the tronhle of turning to tlie seventh chapter of Isaiah, and 
examining the subject with candour. Ahaz, king ol* Judah, he- 
ing thrown into consternation hy the confederated anus of Rezin, 
king of Syria, and Pekali, king of Israel ; the proj)het coukjs to 
])romise hint safety, and desires him to ask a sign of his ap- 
j)roaching deliverance. Ahaz declines this, saying, I will not 
ask, neither will I tempt the Lord.** Then the proy)het replies, 
tlie Lord himself shall give you a sign : and repeats -the* w<»rds al- 
ready quoted, with this addition Rutter and honey shall he 
eat that he may kno\v to refus^i the tfvdl and choose the good. 
For before ihe^ chihl shall know to refuse file evil and cliooso 
the good, the land that thou ahhorrest, shall he forsaken of hoih 
her kings.’* The yirophecy as applied to Hez(*kiah,f the Im- 
manuel meant hy the prophet, is clear and satisfactory. Rut it 
is badly rendered in our common translation. 'J'here is no mean- 
ing in saying, “ butter and honey shall he eat, that he may know 
to refuse the evil and choose the^ good,” as if knowledge were 
to be the consequence of such food. That he Dtat/ /;/oic, should 
hatvh^nhe shall know. % this age lie shall eat butter and 

honey, the emblems of peace and plenty; for, even before he 
shall arrive aC years of discretion, the land shall ho freed of her 
oppressors. Here was a sign that could he seen and understood. 
Rut what '‘sign,” or consolation would it have been to Ahaz, 
terrified as he was hy the approach of a powerful enemy, ami 
the anticipated loss of his throne and life, to he told tliat it 


• Because Rammohun Roy Iiad the honesty to give the above expianation, 
which is the only one that has s{(nse, and can stand the test of tair criticism, 
lie wasaccijised hy the Rev. Kditor who opposed him, of having hhsphetmui 
the word of God. He says, with great innocence, that he did not exiKCt 
such an accusation from the editor ! and to acquit himself of tlie charge re- 
fers to the translation of the four Gospels, by Dr. Campbell, a celebrated 
Trinitarian writer, in whose notes that learned divine says, “ nuis. Mat. 
ii. 15, a declaration from the prophet Husea, xi. 1, which God made in 
relation to the people of Israel whom he had h)iig before called from Egypt, 
is applied by the historian aUusivelp to .Jesus Christ, where all that fs meant 
is, that with equal truth, or ratlier with inueh greater energy of signilication, 
God might now say, 1 have rccullvA my Son out of Egypt. Indeed tlie import 
of the Greek phrase (that it might be fulfdled) as commonly mseci by the 
sacred writers, is no more, as Le Clerc has justly observed, than that such 
Mcjrds of any of the prophets may be applied M-ith truth to such an event.’* 
I Marshman says, the*child could not be Ilezekinh. But he founds hiki 
observation on a inis-translatioii of ttie Hebrew, and is triumphantly con- 
futed by, Ilairiniohuii Roy, who understands Hebrew indeed. It did apply 
lle^li^, not a.s a child that had yet to be conceived, but as a child 
vvith‘w]yij(^l^ie virgin city was actually pregnant, 

I I-ow^ 
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Virgin, viz; Mary would conceive amlbear a Son^ above seven 
hundred years after lie sliould be gathered to bis fathers ? 

A similar sign vvas given to the prophet himself, as we read 
ill ilie next chapter. The prophetess bare a «on. Then said 
the Lord to me, call his name Maher-shalal- hash-bar, {i, e. 
f Taste to the spoil, quick to the prey.*) for before the chihl 
t^hall have knowledge to cry, iny Father and nay Motlier, the 
riches of Damiascus, and tlie spoil of Samaria, shall be taken 
away before the king of Assyrfa,” viii. 3, 4. He then proceeds 
to say, in the name ot the Lord, that because llie people refused 
the w'atefs of^SIiiloah, meaning terms of peace, the king of 
Assyria would coin'fe up, as a torrent, against them, and ** the 
stretching out of Ids wings shall fill the breadth of thy land, 
O Immanuel,’* v. 8. What is me&nt liere ? Will any orthodox 
( ritic aflirrn, ^Iiat the prophet apostrophises Chr'jwt / If ihero 
he, bn him enjoy his fancy — to deprive him of it would be 
cruel — and he might cxtlaini wyli one of his old classic ac- 
quaintances ; — 

Pol me* occidistis, auiiol. 

Kon servastis, ait ; cui jyc cxtorla vohiptas., 

Et demptus per vim mentis gralissinnis error. 

* HOR. 

Ah ! caicj frientlH ! he erfed, 

Is this to save me? Better far Lave died, 

Phan thus be robWd of pleasure so refined, 

The*de|ir delusion of a raptured mind. 

Francis. 

• • 

Jhe wold Immanuel occurs ageriu in 10th vevde, hut there H 
is translated* (iffcd is with us.” 

Triiiitarians real great weight on another pasiage of Isaiah, 
ix. 6, applied by that prophet to Hezekiah also, **Unto*usa 
child is horn — unto us a §on is given : and the government shall 
. be upon his shoulders : and his name sftali be called Wonderful 
j Counsellor, the Mighty God, the Everlasting Father, the Prince 
i of Peace.” “ The words Everlasting Father,” says Dr. Clarke, 

: “ are very ill rendered ; for it is ahsurtl to sa> of the Son, 
^4hat he is the Everlasting Father, tlie Father of himself. The 
^.phrase ought to be translated — the Father, or Lord of the age to 
^-come.” This is well, and it might be added, that no propliet 
j<V;ouhi aflinn of the Father, meaning God, that he Jiad ever be<‘n 
fjk chilli, or was born. But on what authority, save that of or- 
i|ho<lox divines, are they applied to Christ at all ? They may 
iCertaiidy he used as descriptive of the character of him who was 
' jto truly llie Priiii c of Peace — hut nothing fanhor from the 
^ind of the pro|>liet wlio wrote thenKhan such a verereiice. Fliey 
0reie apoiied by him to the ssame son of Ahaz, whom he oatj'-v 


♦ LAmth. 
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immannel. *Sucli lofty hyperbolical epithets arc perfectly In 
accordance with the style of oriental description, particulkrly 
prophetic and poetical description^ Moreover it was custorrfary 
with the Hews to give names to individuaTs expressive of some 
event or circumstance of their lives : and such names were fre- 
jquently associated with that of God, in a manner which may 
excite the surprise of those who have thought the title of Imma- 
nuel, when applied to Christ, demonstrative of his Deity. Tnus 
Hezekiah signifies “ God my strength.*^ — Israel, “ Prince of 
God.’’ — Elijah, “ God the Lord or the strong Lord. — Elisha, 
“ Salvation of (lod; or, God that saves/* — ,Toth?m, i‘ 'Perfection 
of the Lord/* — Ishrnacd, God who hears/* — Lemuel, “ (lod 
with them.*’ Tlie word Immanuel, therefore, even if it belonged 
exclusively to^ Christ, which it did not, yields no ^support to the 
cause for which it is adduced as an auxiliary. 

As to the appellation JcJiovaJit there is no place in the sacred 
volutnc by which it can he Gearly shewn that our Lord Jesiis 
Christ was ever so denominated — and even if there were, it 
would he no argument for his Deity, since it is an apj)ellation 
shared in common by angels, by men, and by places. The angel 
of the Lord who* appeared to Moses in the hush,, is called ,/c- 
hovah , — Exod. iii. 2, 3, 4^ The sons of Seth called themselves 
l»y the name of Jehovah.* — Gen. iv. 26. Abraham .named the 
place wherh he caught the ram, Jehovah -jireh. — (lon. xxii. 11*. 
Moses built an altar and called th(fnanic of Jehovah-nissi , — 
Exod, xviL 15. Gideon built an altar unto the Lord and called 
it Jehopah-shalom. — Jud. vi. 24f Tlie c*ity to be possessed by 
the tribes of Israel was to ho* Jehovah-shammaJu — Ezek, xlviii- 
35.f , The text Jer. xxiii.G. « This is his iKiine whereby ho 
f*4iaU be called, tTie Lord (Jehovah) our righteousness,*^ is aiip- 
posed, by the orthodox, clearly to establish the Deity of Christ, 
though in fact it has q.o more reference to Christ, than to 
William the Fourth, King of Great Britain and Ireland. Every 
Vender of ordinary intelligence, who will read it iu the connexion 
where it stands, will find that it must apply to some temporal 
ruler, and not to him whose kingdom is not of this world. Tho 
text states, that he of whom the prophecy is written, “shall 
reign and prosper, and shall execute judgment and justice on the 
earth.” Our Lord, on the contrary, so far from reigning and 
prospering, was a man of sorrows, who had not where to lay 
Ills head. Instead of executing judgment and justice ; he asked 
the young man who wished Jiim to arbitrate between him and 
liis brother, “ who made me a judge or a divider over you?”— 


• See Calmct’s Dictionary. 

I It is fortunate/’ says Itaininohun Koy, “ (hat some sect has not 
hitherto arii,en, inriiutaiiiing the Deity of Jerusalem, or of (he altar of 
►teci;, iiom the authority of the passages just nivnlioucd,” 
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Luke xii. 14. In his days,” says the text, ‘‘Judah shall !»e 
saved, and IsracJ shall (>well safely.'* But so far fAe those wor<l -i 
from applying to Israed in the days of Christ, that it was then 
she filled up the measure of her iniquity, and laid a train to tins 
mine which blew her to pieces. The prophecy applied to Zeruh- 
babel, “ son of Salathiel, of the royal race of David ; to whoso 
care Cyrus committed the sacred* vessels of the temple when 
the Jews reUirned from captivity ; wIjo laid the foundations of 
the temple, and restored the worship of the Lord, and the usual 
sacrifices.” Thn same prophecy is repeated in the 33d chapter, 
15, IG ^vej-ses of the same prophet — but that part of it, which 
has attracted' most special attention, is not here applied to 
a man, hut to the city of Jerusalem. “ 'lliis is the name 
wherewith she sljall be' called,^ JeAora/i otir ri;f/ileous^e6s/* — 
Dr. Blaney^- who has favoured the world wit]^ a new and 
much esteemed translation of Jeremiah, renders c. xxiii. G, 
thus, “ This is the name by which Jehov*ah shall call him, 
Of/r nr/Zi/o OHS ness/* “ I doubt ifot,” says he, in a note, “ hut 
some persons will he offended with me for depriving thei:i 
by this translation,* of a favourite argument for proving the 
<Iivinity of our Saviour from thb Old Testament. JJnt I cannot 
If ftp if/* It* is to he wished, that all translatoi^ and commentators 
were under the same kind of moral necessity, and that they 
could ndChelp puhlisliing the truth in defiance of orthodoxy and 
th(j fear of giving offence. Let them fear God,-L-he valiant 
for the truth, ‘and not include themselves in the condemnatiou 
of those false prophets that “speak a vision of their own heart, 
and not out of the mouth oPth^e Lord — which tliink to cause 
irty people to forget my name Uy their dreams, which they tell 
Q^ery man ito fii« neighbour, as their fathers have forgotten my 
name for Baal.” — J(»r. xxiii. IG, r^I. ' • > 

Since Mr. Pope thinks a name, or title, of so much importance, 
it maybe wmll for hinf to consider, bow many titles are givcui 
to the Father which are never applied to the Son. Jihe Father 
is termed the King eternal, iininortal, invisihle, incoi ruptibie ; 
the only wise, living, and true God ; the blessed and glorious 
Potentate, who only hath immortality ; the one who alone is 
good. None of all these titles is given to Christ in tlie Scrip- 
tures. — Neither is he denominated the High God — the highest — 
the mighty one — the blessed — the God of Abraham, <if Isaac, 
and of Jacob — the God of Glory — God who quickenetli, or 
giveth Ufe~God our Saviour-«-the Majesty on high — 
or Sovereign Lord. Nor is the designaiion “ who is, and who 
was, and who is to corne,'' equivalent to the term Jehovah, ever 
once ascribed to the Lamb, though men lionet? so frequently in the 


* The proper application of the prophecy dcprivc^i them still more 
cflbctually. 



book of Hevf*ltttion. These titles belong exclusively to the Fa- 
t}iej% as does *also netvrdxpttTAff Almight}'. This name is given 
to the Father alone, not only in Scripture, but in all creeds — for 
truth i^'ill sometimes assert her right, and triumph in spite of all 
the inventions of man to suppress or conceal it. 

One text, Rom. ix. v. 5. ** Of whom, as concerning the flesh, 

Christ came, who is over all, God blessed for ever,” — Amen ; — 
is supposed to afford ample proof, that one, at least, of the fore- 
going titles, is applied to Christ. ^ But this is a text which, iiv 
the opinion of the most learned critics, ailmits of a very different 
interpretation. The ascription, in this solitary instance, v>f a title 
to Christ, which is given to him no where else, an<l which be- 
longs peculiarly to the Father, naturallj; leads us to suspect an 
erroneous reading. Grotius informs us, (Ex cSyro) that ancient 
copies had noutlie word God— hut ran thus, 0 tm 
wXpyyirof which reading, he observes, is more consistent with 
PauVs style ; for when he speaks of Father and Son together, 
he terms the former God, and the latter Lord. He farther re- 
marks that according to Erasmus, this was the reading of the 
ohl copies of Cyprian, and that it was followed both by Hilary 
and Chryso«itom. Hence there is sufficient reason to conclude 
thfit there has been* some corruption or dislocation of words in 
the text ; and we are led st^ll more strongly to this concJiision by 
the subject itself. It seems strange that the Apostle, in enu- 
merating to the Jews their peeuliar privileges, should omit the 
greatest of all, that of having God himself, in a special manner, 
for their king, and supreme legislator, the, God of Abraham, of 
Isaac, and of Jacob. It has acaordingly been suggested that the 
transposition of two little words* 0 o/f to ^0,^ tlioipar 4 ;iciple now 
becoming the genitive plural of a pronoun, the same as that 
which twice precedes it, will probably restore the original reading; 
supply the omission which has been remarked ; complete a noble 
climax agreeable to the Apostle s style of composition, and cer- 
tainly ad(K great force and beauty to the passage. It will thou 
read in connexion with the prec.eding verse, thus: WAo are 
Israelites, of xdiom toas the adoption of Son and the glory, and 
the covenants, and One insiUntion of the law, and the service, and 
the promises. 


* Slitchtingius, Whitby, and Taylor, .approve of this as a conjectural read- 
ing. A similar construction occurs in Caliimachus "Xfiv, ilf AIA. 73. 
See Bclsham in loc.— -Dr. Clarke and other learned critics say that the 
words, astb 7 stand at uresent, are of “ambiguous construction/* and may 
be rendered, “ God, wiT) is over alj, be idessed for ever. Amen.*’ Rara- 
mohun Hoy considers it as a pious ejaculation, and observest that “ it was 
customary with Jewish writers, to address some abrupt exclamations to God, 
while treating of otI*er subjects, and for proof refers vs to Psalms Upexix. 
59, ci^. 35 . 
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OJ whom were the Fathers*^ of tuAom waa the Christ accordi/ig 
to the ftesh of tvhOm was Gody who is ovef ally blessed jar 
evermore. Amen. 

“ Where,” asks Wakefield, who has given m this version, 

** shall we find a more striking selection of the principal circum- 
stances, (one great source of the sublime) or a more just and 
majestic gradation ? — What ? Is it possible then, that Paul, him- 
self a Jew and proud of his descent, in enumerating the ex- 
clusive privileges of the Jewish nation, and setting forth the vast 
superiority, which their J'heocratic polity gave them over the 
comn^unities of the earth ; is it possible, 1 say, that he should 
overlooK their pi'e-eminent distinction, the very characteristic of 
their constitution — that isj the ’peculiar relation in which they 
stood to their khig Jehovah ? He was their Gody and they were 
his peoplo ; he was their Father, and they we're the sons and 
flaughters of the Lord Almighty. — Such an omission is equally 
incredible and unaccountable.^ 

Supposing the original text not to he coriiipted, the passage 
may be rendered thus: God who is over all ; or He, who is 
God over all, be blessed for ever, Amen. The words « ivAdyiir^; 
THE BLESSED are applied so exclusively to the Father, tliat the 
High Priest when interrogating our Saviour, did not employ the 
word God, but said, Art thou^the Christ, the Son of the 
Biess*etl.” — Mark, xiv. 61, The word blessed is psed in praising 
tlie Father, or as an epitimt peculiarly his own ; — Luke, i. 6S.— 
Horn, i. 2o^. — 2 Cor, i. 3. and xi. 31. Also in Ephes i. 3. 
and 1 Peter, i. •], but in not a single instance is it applied 
to Christ in all the New Testament. In four of the places re- 
• ferred to, the Greek gvra# he m understood — and accordingly our 
English version has the word he printed in^ Italics, to indicate thai 
it is supplied. We are led by a principle of fair critlcisn^, to 
conclude that the last clause of the verse under discussion, sup- 
posing it to contain *tlie ipsissima ^erba, the very words which 
the Apostle wrote, should be translated with the aid of the same 
supplementary verb. Some critics allege that the Amen at the 
end of the verse, proves the last clause of it to be a doxology ; 
similar to that wliich occurs in the ‘^.'jth v. of the Ist chap, and 
elsewhere. Whiston observes truly, that there is no instance of 
such a doxology to any but God the Father in aii Scripture. 
Hopton Haynes says, that the grammar, and the style, and the 
sense of the whole New Testament is against the Tritheists in 
this place ; and he might have added, in every other place. Had 
tlie words been intended to apply to Christ, they would have 
been •; •«>Tfv instead of « m. For so the ^Apostle “ uses the re- 
lative — ^Uom, i. 25, and thre^ times just before tliis passage, re- 

ferring his readers to the Israelites of whom he had been speaking.'* 
But laying aside Greek criticism, though the farther it U 
pursuetl, the more it betrays the weakness of the supports on 
which Trinitarianism ledns, let us fora moment, attend to another 
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areimcnt wIMi may ho tlocmod of snperiov force. It « pat to 
ihi> i-ootl Honso df the reader to consider, \fbether.H js at ail pro- 
biUfiG that the ApostJc in writing to the Jews, endeavouring to 
overcome their prejudices and reconcile them to the Christian 
dispensation,' would designate as the Supreme Deity, a person 
who came to them in i/ie fiesh, or by natural descent. Would 
Jie call a descendant of the house of David — the everlasting 
Father?— a crucified man — tho ever-blessed God? . Even sup- 
posing the doctnne to be as true, ds wo contend that it is false, 
is it consonant to his usual mode of introducing an obnoxious 
subject, to bring it forward in a style that to a Jew woul4,be so 
offensive ? Is it in such a mode that the author of the' Epistle 
to the Hebrews exalts Christ above Moses, and the other angels 
or inspired messengers of God ? ♦ So great a n\aster of the art 
of persuasion WQuld have said nothing about natnnd descent, 
had he wished to inculcate a belief that the Messiah was Je- 
hovah. The very idea wouhl have exasperated the Jews, anti 
crushed the whole structure of the Apostle’s reasoning. As 
for the usual subterfuge, that Christ bad two natures, aud that 
the expression, “as concerning the flesh,” intimates this, we 
might as well be told that Paul had two natures, since he speaks 
only two verses^beforo 'this, (v. 3.) of his own “ kinsrnen'according 
to the flesh.” But wdiere iti is applied, (v. 5.) to Christ, the 
xurot ect^x9i has the article to before it, arid the use of Uiis, it 
seems, is to remind us that Christ ha^d a higher nature ! Of 
what prodigious importance are articles to the arcana of the- 
ology ! Dr. Carpenter justly observes, that “ the employment 
of the article here is obviously founded on tfie fact, that Jesus 
was of the Israelites as to natural descent only, and that as to • 
Spiritual descent he was the Son of God — that Ikv had Iris con - 
mission, «lii8 doctrine, and his miraculous powers by iminedia.e 
communication from his God and Father.”* 

Even admitting the cominoci version to bh in all respects, cor- 
rect, it worfd not prove the Son consubstantial and coeternal, 
and possessed of equal power with the Fatiier ; for tlie same 
Apostle who has written this, tells us elsewhere, 1 Cor. xv. ^7. 
that when he says all things, he is excepted wdio did put all 
things under him. 

Parkhursfc contends against Dr. Clarke, that another of llie 
foregoing epithets, viz : tsictTccrm is applied to Ciirist, and says 
that the master of the house spoken of in 2 Tim. il. 21. may 


* “ Those pf sons manifest little regard to truth and candour who assert 
tliat tho Unitarians (or Sotlniansas they are pleased to term m) maintain 
that Jesus w'as a mere man. ire believe vnth the Apostle Pavf, that as to na- 
ture, Jesus was a man, descended from David, but that as to tho divine 
communications of knowledge and power which God made to him for purposes 
the most important, he was the Son of God; and as sv eh we revere his authoi it tj, 
and own hie ^^aims aptmouj impVcit and submissive obedience CVpvntcr. 
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moHt nntiivally bo referred to him. — The Lord,- m- master of any 
house, was so* denominated, and Christ uses the word in con * 
junction with otxos in that sense. — Mat. x. 25, But no one is 
termed Aitwori)?, in the supreme and absolute sense, but Jehovafi 
alone. Nor can the author find that our Lord is*ever accosted 
by this title, even in a subordinate sense ; for his authority over 
the disciples was not that of the master of a house over his 
slaves, but* of an instructor over his pupils. When Peter II, 
Ep. ii. 1. speaks of ‘‘fdlse teachers, bringing in damnable 
h(,*resios, and denying the Lord Aii'^onir tlmt bought them •' 
Parldaurst Refers us, to learn tc/m he is, to Gal. iii. 13. and to 
the Hyming Elders in Rev. v. 9. Whitby thinks it most rea- 
sonable to ititcrpret it^ of God the Father, and as we profess to 
adopt what is nv)at reasonable*, we do not choose to follow the 
direction bf the learned lexicograplier in tliis inalter, especially 
as he could have referred us to texts much more in point, 
which would inform us inho he is without any ambiguity. We 
learn from Deut. xxxii. 6. that it was the Everlasting Jehovah 
who bought them, “ Do ye thus requite the Lord, O foolish 
jicople and unwise ? Is not he thy Father, that hath bought thee ?** 
And from Exod, xv, 16. “fhat it was .Tehovah who purchased 
his people Israel.” See also Cor. vi. 19, 20. 

Parkhurst would willingly apply to Christ fiom in 

Jude, Is denying '‘the only Lord God, and our Lord Jesus 
Christ.” He thinks th/it the want of the article fof before 
shews that Jesus Christ is there styled the only Lord ; but he is 
refuted by Grotius pnd Woltzogenius ; or, if, says he, with several 
IVISS. we omit the word God, altogether, the application 
to Christ \)>dll be still more evident. No doubt. But since the 
meaning is |5*Dvfectly clear, since no good^reasou can bo assigneeV 
for any change, since our version of it, as Wliitby affirms, “ is 
without any exception,” since it is in perfect harmony with 
the great doctrine oP Scripture, thaA God alone is Deity supreme, 
and, above all, since it most clearly marks the distinction which 
no Christian should ever forget, between the only Lord God, and 
our Lord Jesus Christ, the Unitarian desires that the text may 
not he mutilated. 

When any two objects arc declared to be in all respects similar 
and equal, whatever can be predicated of tlie one, can also be 
])redicated of the other. Their properties, qualities, appearances 
must be all alike, insomuch that no difierence can exist between 
them. A single adjunct belonging to the one and and not to 
the other, destroys their equality. Now let us apply this argu- 
ment to the question before us. It has been just sliewii that 
certain titles and epithets are given td the Father Almighty, 
which are never given to tlie Son. On the other hand, certain 
titles aqd/ epithets arc given to the Son, tlie ascription of which 
to the Father would confound every believer whoso belief docs 
not extend as far ite that of the Palripassians, who mainluined 
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tliPit the Flit hpr^lninsclt su tie rc;d vn lire cross; or of Gregory 
Ny.vsoii, who tliat there was whole Father in a whole 

•Son, and a whole Son in a whole Father/' The titles which 
our Saviour gave liimseif were KM^nynrit; guide, director, or 
teacher. — Lord — instructor or master— “a man 
that hath tohl you the truth.** — John, viii. 4-0. The Son of God, 
and the Sou of man. '1 he last is the appellation by which he de- 
signates himself tvlien speaking of his coming in al! his glory, 
wliii (he celestial hierarchies, to judge the world. See Mat. xvi, 
and xxvi, 04. None of these titles is ever given to the Fa- 
ther. Itcamiot he pndicated of him that lie is the Son^ the 
Son of man, nor the Son of (lod, nor the receiver, nor the sent, 
nur the well-heloved, nor the only begotten, nor he that is in tho 
bosom of tlie Father, nor the great Prophet, nqi- he which was 
dead and is alive,^ nor the saiictitied and ordained, nor a liigli- 
priest in things pertaining to God, nor a mediator, nor an inter- 
cessor, nor llio Messiah, the anointed, or tho Christ. God does 
all things by his own sovereign will — his own undivided autho- 
rity. Christ does nothing hut in obedience to the will of him 
who sent him. With what consistency tlien, can it possibly bo 
maintained that those two Beings are one and the same, whose 
nttrihutes and offices wre so exceedingly distinct, and whose 
grand characteristics are so far, from being reciprocal, that tho 
very idea of ascribing to the one, those xi^hich belong 'to tin? 
other, puts reasV)n to the blush, and shocks all common sense ?'* 


SECTION SIXTir. * 

No proof of the Dcily of Christ to he found in (he EpislU to 
• (he Pliilippians, 

j « 

Few texts are quoted more frequently in^support of Christ's 
unagined equality to God, and (fonsequently subjected to the ordeal 
of more rigorous criticism than Philip, ii. 6. Who being in the 
form oj God, thought it not robberj/ to be equal xoith God f * — 
a verse which rightly translated and properly understood, has a 
meaning totally different from that assigned to it by Trinitarians* 
The Apostle's object is to inculcate humility and benevolence by 
the example of Jesus. 

** Let nothing, says he. be clone through strife or vain glory ; but in 
lowliness of mind let each esteem other better than themselves. Look not 
'every man on his own things, but on the things of others. X«et this mflU 
be in you, which was also in Christ Jesus ; who being in die form of God, 
fliought it not ro!>?;ery to be equal with God ; but made himself qf no 
reputation, and took upon hiTu the form of a servant, and W'as made .1^ the 
likeness of men . and being found in fas^iion as a man, he hulhblcd M^' 
self, and became obedient unto death, even the death of the cross.** ' 

The tritbeistej contend that the phrase, being in the form, qf 
God, means really and cbseniially Jehovah ! Theyt might 
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vvitli equal j^food sense and ineanln<v contend, ^ timt when the 
Si^ropliet describes the •carpenter with his i*ule a.'; J line, his plane 
and compasses, sliaping a piece of timber, af*er the fij^ure of 
a man, according to the beauty of a man,*' he raaKCs a real human 
being: or that when the Apostle declares of sonnto hypocrites, 
that they have the form of godliness,” he means tiie sub- 
stance of all piety and virtue, though he adds in the next clause> 

“ denying tlje power thereof.^’ In no other connexion, would 
they betray such a total disii*gard to sense as to confound the sha- 
dow with the siilistance, or the reflection with the ofq’ect that re- 
flects. But the word “ hemg^' vTFot^^av, they aflirm, implies 
that Christ Vai,» hy his original nature, in the form of Irod. 
Before they rest in this conclusion, let them answer Dr. Car- 
penter’s question,^ ‘‘ Difl the Apostle mean to represent himself 
ar?, by bis <original* nature, 'zealous towards GocJ,’ when he says, 

( Acts xxii. :I.) vTrec^y^Mv rco 0tov? To what hollow and 

miseral)le expedients are they obliged to have recourse? As to 
the word form, ParkluirRt renders it oithonrd appearance ; 

and he has the lionesty to say that, in his apprehension, it does 
not in this ])lare refer to Christ being real and essential Jehovah. 
To what then does it refer?* Not as the sturdy tritheist affirms> 
to essence'^ nor as the anthropomorphist miglit, with equal reason, 
aflirm, to outward shape ; but to iiis <livinely <lelegated powei*9> 
in theV\'ercise of wMch, for the benefit of others, he manifested 
a disposition truly godlike. Being in the form of* God no more 
implies that he was really God, tlian being in the of a slave 
implies that he was really a slave. The one phrase is opposed 
to the other, and eJicIi mcafis that Christ was in a certain state 
•of similitude. In the power juid authority with which he was 
invested by his heavenly Father, and in the mode in which ho ^ 
employed them for the temporal and eternhl good of ipankind, 
ho bore a striking resemblance to tlie Deity.'*’^ In his simple 
and precarious mode* of life, in hif| deprivations and sufferings, 
he resembled one in the condition of a slave. Had Jio been so 
disposed, lie might have reigned as a king, and triumphed as a 
God. But such was his humility, that he did not assume even 
the name Elohim, though so much better entitled to that ap- 
pellation than Moses and all the other Jewish legislators to whom 
it was given. He had none of that pride of heart which led the 
Babylonian potentate to boast, “ I will exalt my throne above 
the stars of God : I will be like the Most High.” He thought 
his similitude to God, his to €ivoo ivot, a phrase evidently pa^ 


* It was the belief of a heathen philosopher, th^t in no respect could mea 
approach so .near to the Gods^ asjn giving health to the sick. Nequt 
enim ulla alia rc homines proprins ad Deos accedunt, quam salutem hmni~ 
nihus dando. Cic. — How closely to God then did he approximate, who went 
■about doing good, and healing all manner of sickness, and all manner td 
v'Jisease among the people ? 

F 
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rallel to was no proy or spoil, like tlic booty 

taken in war, ty^iirize won and seized by hi^ own rijjbt liand, but 
a ffift or trust committed to him by the giver or all. So far, 
therefore, from making an ostentatious display of Ijis similitude 
to God, much less of claiming equality with Jehovah, he emp- 
tied or divested himself, on numerous occasions, of the use 
of the power wbicli he possessed, and rejected the honours which 
were proposed to Ijiiii, and wdiich he might Iiave justly claimed 
and enjoyed ; declaring that he cxine not to seek his own 
glory, but the glory of him by whom he was deputed. In- 
stead of accepting the kingdoms of the world, which were 
offered to him by the Tempter— or occupying Jie < throne 
of David, when the people would have made him their king — 
or calling down twelve legions of j^iigcls to destroy bis enemies — 
or retaining that bright rosemblancc to an inhabitant qf heaven, 
in which he appeared at his transfiguration, — he lived a life of 
poverty, man of sorrows, and acquainted with grief.*' He 
Iiumbled himself from the similitcide of a God to the similitude 
of a slave — and in this station niinistered unto his disciples, 
oven unto the tvashing of their feet — being among them as one 
that servelfu Nay, more — he was wade — or, more simply, being ^ 
in the iikeiioiss of men, of common men — aiid 

being found, i.e. being, in fashiqn, or in external guise and condition 
as an ordinaryf man, and “with all the contingencies of* human 
nature,” for life was, in all points, tempted like as tve are, yet 


* The word §c^zrctyfAoy is of rare occurrence in clas^slcal authors. Grotius 
says it is a Syriac phrase, and he quotes a Syriac litany, in which John the 
Baptist objects to baptize Christ, saying in Syriac, as translat'd by Grotius, 
• non assumam rapinain, 1 will not take the spoil, meaning, 1 rvill not be guilty 
of such ?. predatory, or robber-like act, as to assume the honour of bap- 
tizing one so much my bui»crior. “ Christ glorified not himself to bo 
made an high-priest,” — Heb. v. b, is an expression of similar import, lie 
received the afijjointrneiit to that office us an honour, not as a right or 
spoil, ** qttfxsi^'honori, now j?rccd«c.”— Sallust. iVo/t hahuit preodte loco sinii- 

litudincm cum Deo. h. e, non ea, qua poterat uti majettute divina, cvpide 
utendum esse existimavit ; .sew, non semper earn fecit conspicuam, interdum ab~ 
stinuit ab ea.-— S c^vleusnek. How the words were understood by early 
writers may be learned from the 5th book and 5i?nd. chap, of the Church 
History of Kusebius. “ The ancient fathers, both Latin and Greek,** 
says Whiston, “ never interpret riiil. ii. 6, to mean an equality of the Son 
to the Father — Novatian says, “ be, therefore, though he was in the form 
of God, did not make himself equal to God, fnon est rapinam arhitratus 
equalem se dco esse,J for though he remembered he was God of God tJie Fa- 
ther, he never ^-oiiipared himself to God the Father, being mindful that he 
was of his Fatljcr, and that he had this because his Father gave it him*' 
Suppose the equality coi^^tended for, established, it would make two dis- 
tinct independent beings, for equality i« not identity. Sec Priestley’s Cor- 
ruptions of Christianity. 

f The candid Dr. Price objects to the application of the epithet ordinary* 
But surely he could not require to be told that does mean a com- 

mon or ordinary ,Lian, and that it is so used in the Septuagint and contrasted 



43 


without sin, !jo suhiiHtlo<I to iho most trui*! and humiliating in- 
dignities, to he tried as a per^eitLM* of the people, to be morked, 
buftVttcd, scoui*ged, ^p*at upon, and, finally, he became obedient 
to the servi/e and ignominious death of the cross. 

What constitution of mind does it require to hejievo that all 
this is predicated, by an inspired Apostle, of the ever-living, 
ever-blessed, Omnipotent Jehovah? Wherefore do they who 
hold such a belief, speak with pity or cVmtempt of those who 
believe in the incariuitious of Bramah and Vishnu ? 

" O judgment ! thou art fled to brutish beasts, 

And men liavc lost their reason.” 

The Apostle having shewn the great humility and conde- 
scension of our Lord, next proceeds to shew how those virtues 
were rewarded. Wherefore,”" says he, i. e, in consequence of 
his great humility and obedience, (rod also hath highly, or ex- 
ceedingly, exalted him, and given him, or kindly bestowed upon 
him, a name which is above every name, that at (ef in) the 
name of Jesus every knee shoulfl bow and tliat every tongue 
should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God 
the Father, 

Tliis is a most beautiful add affecting lesson on liumility, and 
an admirable illustration of the truth of *our Lord’s doctrine, 
that ho who humbhsth himself shs^l he exalted. The meaning 
is perspicuous throughout, and in perfect conformity with the 
Apostle’s design. But Jif we understand the passage, in the 
Trinitarian Sbnse, we shall find tliat it perverts his meaning, 
contradicts his desigja, and turns the whole passage into absolute 
nonsense. Let us see. “ Whe^ being in the form of God,” i. e, as 
Trinitarians pnderstand the expression, being the Supreme God, 
did not think i> any act of rapine or robbery to be equal with 
the Supreme God 1 Christ, being Jehovah, deemed it Jiis fair, 
legitimate, and unquestionable, right, to place liimself on a perfect 
equality with Jcliovifli ! — From thi# mode of interpretation, it 
would appear that the Apostle was exhorting the id^liilippiaiis 


with In Isaiah, ii. 9, denotes a m«a a 7wau, and 

cCfn^, ^ elevated rank, “and the mean man, 

bowed down, and the great man humbled himself” irxTFtivM^vi cevn^. See 
Schleusncr, and Dr. Carpenter’s “ Unitar ianism the Doctrine of the GospeV' 
'Vhe very argument of the Apostle required that he should speak of Clirist 
as and not as ccvti^, “ It is natural,” says Dr. Price, “ to ask 

here, when did Christ divest himself of the power of \vorking miracles. 
Tlie gos)>ei history tells us, he retained it to the last.” 13 ut who aflirms 
that he divested himself of the power ? The humility of Christ appeared in 
refraining from the exercise of the p<ywer which lie did possess. Had he 
not possessed, end had he qot retained the power, it would be absurd to 
propose him as an example of humility. 1 can And nothing in the whole 
passage that either requires or indicates the truth of the Arian hypothesis. 
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]nt)t to bo humble, but ambitious ! I3ut thinking such equality 
no robbery, he made himself of no reputation. Here the dis- 
junctive particle hut expresses no opposition, though hoth the 
meaning and expression are highly antithetical.^ Christ being 
,the Supreme God, emptied himself of his glory, and was made 
in the likeness of men, and in consequence of his incarnation, 
abasement and cruciiixion exalted him the Supreme God, viz : 
himself, and gave him a name, which is above every name ; that 
every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ who is the Su- 
preme God, is Lord, that is the Supreme God, to tlie glory 
of God the Father, that is of the same Suprcnie^pod !f 

Assunnlly no one who will lay aside human' systems of theo- 
logy, and suffer himself to be guided by a single spark of reason, 
can suppose the Apostle capahlti of expressing aught that leads 
to such incomparable absurdity, in vain do the 'r/ltheists en- 
deavour to give a consistent explanation of the passage on their 
principles, tliough they torture language and call to their aid the 
new unscrintural revelation of tlfie tvoo natures. What idea have 
they of the “ High and lofty one that inhahitetJi eternity, whose 
name is holy,'^ that he can make himself of no reputation or 
divest himself of his glory? Tiie thing is impossible. We 
might as well suppose he could cease to exist. “1, saith the 
Lord of hosts, am Jehovah-^I change not.” — Mai. iii. To 

■whom then will ye liken me, or shall 1 be equal saith the holy 
ONE.” — Is. xl. ‘^5. “lam Jehovah, , and there is none else; 
there is no God besides me.” — Is. xlv. 5. Again, 'll is stated of 
Christ, that in consequence of his ohediencq, “ God hath highly 
exalted him, and given him a name.” How can this ho predi- 
cated of the Omnipotent ? To 'whom is he who, rules in tim 


* ** The argument of the Apostle,’* says Wakefield, “according to the 
usual trunshitioii of the jiussage, and the I'l iniAariun ex])ositioii of it, is 
inconsequent and completely absurd# J/w/, is a conjunction employed to 
introduce a llroposition, or assertion, vt hicli answers and exjilains another 
correlative to it, for example, “ J’/ic healthy need not a physician ” — By no 
means ; it were useless to aflirm it. Who then ? Tlie contrary to these — 
But the sick, Matt.,i-x. Jtsus Chvigf thouyht it no robbery to be equal with 

Cod, By no means, it were untrue to afliria this. What then ? Tiie coiu 
trary to thinking it a robbery ; But he emptied himself. 

Who does not sec that this is absurd, and that the power of but is not 
preserved ? 1 o give the conjunction its proper force, and to preserve the 

paragraph from nonsense, it should be thus stated : 

Jesus Christ thought it no robbery to equal with God; by no means; it 
were untrue to affirm this. What then? The contrary to thinking it a 
robbery ; But he steadfastly maintamed and insisted upon this equality. 

Let us now try the tr^nsiation above proposed. 

Jesus Christ did not think his resemblance to God, a thing greedily to be 
asserted; But the contrary to this, /ic himself of it. 

This, methlnks, looks a little like sense and argument ; and therefore the; 
opposite inUrpretation is evidently absurd.** 
i Sec Whitby's last Thoughts. 



Jinnies of liejiven, aiul among the iiiliabitaiits of tlie eartli, obe- 
dient ? To vvbat, or by Avhom can he be exalted ? Away with 
tiie most unscriiitural, most unhallowed imagination ! 

“ It is he that sitteth on the circle of the earth ; . 

And the inhabitants are to Him as grasshoppers : 

That extendeth the heavens, as a thin veil ; 

And spreadeth them out as a Ifpit to dwell in.'* 

. Lowth’s Is.mah, xl. 22 , 

“ Tbino, O Jrdiovab, is tfie greatness and the power, and the 
glory, and tlie vi<Tory, jmd the iinijesty; for all that is in the 
heaven*' and yi the earth is thine. Tliine is the kingdom, O Je- 
hovah, and thou art exalted as head above all. ' — 1 Chron. xxix. 11. 


SECTION SEVENTH. - 

No proof of the Deiiy of Chrifit to be found in 1 Tini. iii. 16. 

1 John, V. 20, nor in tfohn, xx. 2S, xiv. 9. 

Another t(‘Xt which claims our attention as being deemed 
by some, of great iniporlanee in this discussion, is to be found in 
1 Tim. iii. 16. 

“ Without controversy great is the myst^Ty of Godliness : Ciod was ma- 
nifest in j.llP desli, justified in the spirit, seen of angels, preached unto the 
Gentiles, believed on in the world, received up into glory,” ^ 

All Biblical cniics know, or ougiit to know, that the word 
God, B-ms, in tlie original, of this verse, is rejected by the most 
eminent scholars as a, corruption, and particularly by Gricsbach, 
who instead of reads oj, an/l alleges that tiie critical rules by 
which ho corpjeted the text retprtred such a reading. “ Postula* 
bant cjiim hoc ieges cr 'it 'nuc * * quas doctissiini critici siio 
nssensu coinjjrobarunt. Sir Isaac Newton, in the second of his 
Letters to Le Clerc, aHiniis that all the rlmrches, for the first 
d 00 or .500 years, and *tlic authors o]» all the ancient versions, 
Jerome, as well as the rest, read ‘‘great is the mysteiy of god- 
liness which was manifested in the llesb.^’ He farther informs 
us that Ilincmarus, vvhi> lived above 800 years ago, states the 
fact out of Liberatus, tlial Macedonius, Bishop of Constaiilinoplc, 
was banished by the emperor Anastasias, for falsifying the text 
(d’ the 'gospels; quoniani falsa vU evangelia. In the above text 
he changed the Greek ’letter O into 6^, and thus the word which 
before was OX (he ivho J became ©X the abbreviation of ©£OX 
God, But the original text, Newton says, was not OX but O, 
and “ as the corruption lay in a letter, it was the more easily 
spread abroad in the Greek 1M88. than the testimony of the 
three in heaveji, in the Latin ones^” He mentions a great num- 
ber of the most distinguished advocates of Atlianasianism, hut 
cannot find one who quotes this text, to i)rove his doctrine, “ and 
in all the times of the hot fUQid lasting Ariaii controversy, it never 
came into play.” This 9t|^mcut is correrborated by Whiston, 
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Tvlio observes that this text so aj^ieeable to the Afbanasian.^, 
was yet so far from beintj^ taken in an Atlianasian sense by the 
ancients, that as Dr. Mill himself, with great surprise, observes, 
it was not once cited by the Athanasians against the Arians, till 
A.D. 380,' by Gregory Nyssen. Nor is it certain that it was 
even in Nyssen’s own book, mneh less that it was in St. Paul’s 
text itself, as some of the most inquisitive persons do lind upon 
examination.’' ^ 

Suppose wo Were for a moment to gratify the fnoderri Atha- 
riasiaii, and admit, contrary to the most apjwoved rules of cri- 
ticism, and to universal testimony, that “ God manifest in the 
flesh,” is the true reading, what will lie gain hy tKe aihnission ? 
Will he have the hardilioo<l to allirin that it will favour his Doc- 
trine of the. Trinity? The IJiiitanan fhids nothing in tin? i*xpies- 
sioii but what be can receive iu perfect consistency with his 
principles. He believes that God is every where manifest.^’ 
That the Spirit of God 

“ Warms in the sun, refreshes in the breeze, 

Glows in the stars, and blossoms in the trees.” 

And, if a couplet may be addetl, 

Spake by the Prophets, by the Saviour tauglit, 

And warmed and brightened in the deeds lie wrought. 

God was manifest in the flcsli,” when Jesus <‘ast out devils 
by the finger of God; and well might*' the pcoj>b^, who beard his 
lieavenly discourses, and witn(?ssed bis miraculous deeds, say 
“a great Prophet hath risen up,” and that by sending such a Pro- 
phet ‘^God hath visited his pebple.’^ Bui that God assuniful 
a real, corporeal, visible, and tangible, form, is a sopposiiion to be 
paralleled only by s-ome of the old incarnations of Jupiter. How 
can they who have read that God is a spirit, that he fills the 
heavens and the earth, and that the heaven and the heaven of 
heavens cannot contain iiim, believe that he was tabernacled 
iu a pavilion of human clay — lltat the King of heaven who sitteth 
on the throne of his holiness, and all wliose works are Iriitli, 
was '‘^justified in the spirit,'' — that he who is clothed with honour 
and majesty, who hath prepared his throne in the heavens, and 
whose kingdom rulcth over all — was received vp into y lory 

Sbarnc on such carnal, impious imj^inations ! 

With the former text may be classed another which suffers 
much from modern Athanasian persecuiion, 

Wc know that the Son of God is come, and hath given us an undcr- 
Klanding, that we may know liim that is true, and ue arc in him that 
is true— y, by or thro^h his Son Jesus Christ. This is iht true God and 
eternal life.** — 1 John, v. 20, » 

“ This is the true God,'' Who? He whom the Son of God 
liatli given us an understanding that wo may know. Nay, ex- 
claims the Tritbeist:— it is the Son of God himself. For this 
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refers to tlie immediate anteeedant wliicli is Jesus Clirist. — And 
to wliom does ^4/5 refer nn the followin«j; text ? — 2 John, 7- 

“ Many deceivers are entered into the world, who confess not that Jesus 
Christ is come in tfie flesh. This is a deceiver and an anti>christ.*' 

Who is a deceiver and an anti-christ ? The tritWeist, if he 
follows any consistent principle of interpretation should answer 
Jesus Christ, for he is the immediate antecedent. But any one 
though superficially accpiainted with the Scriptures, must know 
that the pronoun and relative frequently refer not to the prox- 
imate, hut the remote antecedent, as in the present instance. 
Sec alsp, John, vi. 50. 1 John, ii. 22. Acts. i. 22. We 
must he ^uiti^d by sense and reason, not by mere rules of 
grammatical arrangement. It requires no aid from syntax to 
learn that by him JIt at fs (me, •wo must understand the only 
living and true Clod. This, our Saviour himself renders per- 
fectly plain, when he says, “ This is life eternal, that they might 
know thee, the on/f/ true God, and Jesus Christ wliom thou hast 
sentJ’" — John, xvii, The Apostle, most probably, had this sen- 

timent ill his remembrance, when he wrote the words on which 
we are commenting. They are in fact but an elliptical expres- 
sion of the same thought. We maintain then, that the words 
(his is (he tr'ue God- and eternal life, refer Solely to (jod, the 
Father — who has revealed the life t# come by our Lord Jesus 
Christ. * The distiiicticrti between the Father and ^the Son is 
clearly marked in the verse itself; and it is paying a poor com- 
pliment to the judgment ot an inspired Apostle, to suppose that 
lie would say of Christ that he was the Son of God, and the 
true God, in the same sentence, and aflirtn that the one came to 
gfve us ap understanding of the. other, if both were identically 
one. ' * • 

No Christian prior to the Council of Nic?, appears to* have 
understood this verse in the Trinitarian sense. The Father Al- 
mighty alone was universally acknowiedged to be the true God. 
Wiiiston says, » 

“ The Athanasians shew no citation or interpretation of it in their sense, 
before the days of Athanasius, Nay, somewhat after his days, his great 
admirer Ephiphanius, who was incomparably a more honest and learned 
Athanasian, than he whom he admired, evidently appears to have been an 
entire stranger to* that exposition : having plainly let us know that he had 
never heard of any text whatsoever that called the Son tlie true God ; though 
for want of such a text, like a thorough Athanasian, he pretends to i^rove 
he might be so called, by constqwnce of his own making,'* 

The Athanasians find a similar proof of the Deity of Christ 
in John, xx. 28. 

“ And Thomas answered and said unto him, my Lord and my God.** 

Thomas wap a Jew — a believer in the ofie invisible and im- 
mortal God — a disciple of Christ — incredulous — a sceptic who 
required no less than ocular and palpable proof that the body of 
Christ had become re-animated and arisen from the dead. Our 
Lord condescended to give hiRi> the proof required, on which 
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orraslon lit? iittorcd tlit? words just quoted. Now, wlifit do Wrt 
Icaru from them ? The Athanasiaus wo\\ld have us heiieve tliat 
this ineredidous Apostle who would not credit the testimon> ot 
his fellow dit^^ciples as to a plain matter of fact, passed in a 
luent to the belief, of which he had not the least previous hint 
or conception, that in the crucified Jesus, whose flesh he handled, 
and whose wounds he felt, hi? saw, touched and addressed the 
infinite and incomprehensihle Jehovah, whom he had been taught 
to think no man could see and livc\! That he whom he had so 
lately beheld nailed to a cross, and mortally wounded by a Ro- 
man spear — was Jehovali of hosts — the Lord God of Israel, who 
livoth and reigrieth for ever and ever ! Verily, crvAility of 
the Athanasiaus excei'ds, the incredulity of Thomas ! But the 
Saviour’s ad<lress to liis disciple jsufficieKtly proves the gross folly 
and absurdity of sucli imaginations. Jesus'said nnto Thomas, 
because thou hast seen me, thou hast believed.” Believed what ? 
That of which he had previously doubted, — Christ’s resurrection. 
Our Lord continues, “ blessed, ‘or happy, (^eexx^ttt) are they who 
have not scc?n, and yet have believed.” — Not seen and yi't be- 
lieved what? Not seen Christ personally, as Thomas had seen 
him — and yet believed that he was actually risen. There is not 
the slightest groimdjoi any of the Athanasian whims in the whole 
passage. I'liomas, under thp influence of excited and wonder- 
struck fooling, gave way to his emotion, as was perfectly natural, 
by apostrophizing CJod. All men under such impressions, ex- 
press iheniselves in language prccis’ely similar., Thus, when 
Gideon saw that one with whom he had been conversing was an 
angel of Jehovah — he said, Aias,AO Lord%7chora/i ! for because 
1 have seen 0.71 angel of Jehoi^ah^ face to J'ace7* — Judg. vi. 29. 
Thus, Joualhan in the ardour of his friendshiji »5 $aid unto 
J}avid^, O Jehovah God of Israel, ivhen I have sounded no/ 
Father, — I Sam. xx. 12. Had Thomas been capable of 

embodying all his feelings in words, he might have uttered some 
ejaculations like these, in addition to “ my Lord a7id my God," 
It is then true ! I doubt no longer ! Here is proof! I yield 
to conviction / O niy God, how great is thy power, how won* 
derful thy deeds I I^oxo, I see, m>w I believe that thou hast in^ 
deed raised Jrotn the dead, thy holy child Jesus ! That out* 
Saviour understood him thus is evident from his address to the 

disciple Milton refers the words my Lord to Christ, and my 

God to the Father, who had testified that Christ was his Son, by 
raising him from the dead. Thci whole comment of this great 
genius on the passage before us, is well entitled to the readers se- 
rious consideration. He regards the words of Thomas as ait 
abrupt exclamationfn an exstacy of wonder, and deems it in- 
credible — 

“ That he should have so quickly understood the hypostatic uniOn'of that 
person whose resurrection he had just before disbelieved. Ah(^6rdingly 
the faith df Peter is commended— 6fe«»crf art thou, Simon — for Having only 
Liviny Gixf.— Matt. xvi. 16, 17. The faith of 
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Thomas sUliougl), as it is commonly explained, it asserts the divinity ot* 
Christ in a much more remarkable manner, is so fhr from being praised, 
'that it is undervalued, and ^most reproved.-— TAo^na^, because thou hast seen 
thou hast believed : blessed art ii^ey that have not seen, and yet have he- 
iieved. And yet, though tlie slowness of his Ijelicf may have deserved blame, 
the testimony borne by him to Christ as God, which if the common inter- 
pretation be received as true, is clearer than occurs in any other passage, 
would undoubtedly have met with some commendation ; whereas it obtains 
none whatever.*’ * 

Our Saviour's declaration, to Philip is also frequently ad- 
vanced by advocates of the Trinity, as a strong proof of their 
doettine. But like all their other texts, udieii weighed in the 
l^alance'c^i falf criticism, it will “be found wanting. Let us try. 
Our Lord said unto niomas, 

** I am the way, the truth, and the lije; no man cometh unto the Father 
but by me. If ye had known me, ye should have known iny Father also ; 
and from henceforth ye know him and have seen liim, i’hilip saith unto 
him, Lord, shew us the Father and it sufficeth us. Jesus saith unto him, 
have I been so long time with you, and yet hast thou not known me Philip ? 
He that hath seen me hath seen the? Father ; and how sayest thou theu, 
iihew us the Father John, xiv. 6, 9. 

There are only two ways of understanding these words, litc*- 
irally or figuratively. If we take them literally, they will prove 
too much, like many otlier texts, vi^, that Christ is tli(» Tallier — 
and the Father of himself I Moreover, they will deny that Jeho- 
vah is X\\Q*invisihle king,* “ whom no man hath seen, nor can see,” 
as he is denominated in 1 Tim. i- 17. vi. IG. and contradict the 
indisputable trath, ^‘tbat no man hath seen God at any time.'* 
They are to be understood then figuratively, and the meaning 
is this: Had ye known me, deformed aright judgment of those 
dfvine which have been *so conspicuous in my words and 

actions, ye Mrould have acquired a just knowledge of the per- 
fections of God ; but from henceforth yfe both knon; him, 
^j^ause I have more fully revealed him ; and have seen him, 
lji|bause I have presented liis character' nnwe closely to your con- 
templation. Philip, not apprehending his true ineaiyng, said, 
‘‘ shew us the Father and it sufficeth us," our Lord's interroga- 
tory reply conveys some rebuke to Philip's hebetude in miscon- 
ceiving him so grossly, and in making so extravagant a request. 
“ Have I been so long time with you, and yet hast thou not known 
me, Philip? — He that hath seen me, hath seen the Father.’' 
His language now becoming so much more palpably figurative, 
that even Philip, it is presumed, could not mistake him as in- 
tending to convey the idea that? he who saw Christ, saw as close 
a similitude of God as can be presented to the mind of man ; even 
the ** express image” of tlie invisible Jehovah. And to pre- 
vent all farther possibility of misconceptic^, he adds, “ Be- 
lievest thou hot that 1 am in tlie Father and the Father in me,’' 
in the same sense as John, when he says, “he that dwelleth in 
love, dwelleth in Gmf, and God in him.” “ The words that 
i speak unto you, 1 speak not of mysejlf, but the Fatliei: 

a 
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that dwelleih in me, he doeth the works/* — Qwr Lord declared 
that he and the Father are one — one in the same sense as his 
disciples are one with him, not in essence, but as Milton ex- 
presses it, in love, in communion, in agreement, in charity, 
in spirit, in glory.” He therefore, who saw the Son, saw the 
Father ; not by corporeal but intellectual vision ; not in physical 
essence, but in moral beauty aud perfection. 

If he who has seen a picture, a statue, or medallic represen- 
tation of any distinguished persokiage, being struck by the exact 
resemblance to the original, should say, in the fervour of admi- 
ration, it is he — his very selj! — there would be of 

his being misunderstood. If we should cayi a pupil by the 
name of his instiiictor, as a compliment to his talents or virtues, 
or on account of some striking mental similitude ; we should 
scarcely be accused of the folly of identifying their minds or 
persons. When ^Pythagoras was asked, ‘‘ wliat is a friend?" 
he replied, "another /,** i. e.^one resembling himself in affec- 
tion and understanding. We have some Luthers, many Calvins, 
and perad venture, John Knoxes, in our own times ; but who 
will venture to affirm of any one of them that ho is really 
Luther, or Calvin, or Knox ? It is only when certain theolo- 
gical systsms must be supported, that men forget or distort 
the established usages of language, and confound si^| 4 :.itupe 

with IDENTITY. 

When the author of the Epistle t^ the Hebrews terms our 
Saviour, " the brightness of Qod*s glory, and the express image^ 
of his person f ho uses two familiar illustrations to exalt our 
ideas of his dignity and excelleijce. The one is taken from the 
reflected splendour of a luminons body, viz : the .ShekiiiRh ; the 
other from the art of stamping impressions oii wax or metal. 
Christ is to God as a parhelion, or reflection of the sun is to 
the sun itself ; or as a beam of light to the everlasting fountain, 
of day whence it issues ; and as the likeness on a coin or meda^^ 
to the m6narch whom it represents. Those are illustrations 
which can be understood and valued, till creed-makers throw 
over the one the dark cloud of their comments ; and tarnish and 
obscure both the image and the superscription of the other, with 
the canker of their metaphysics. 

Had any Evangelist or Apostle said of Christ, what Stephen 
said of Moses, that he was beautiful to God, or 

divinely beautiful ; — or what the daughter of Pharaoh, accord- 

* Repercuisus Divince Majestatra, qualis est solis in nube ^ut dicitur 
* * * * companido a aigillo annuli, cujus forma cena 
imprimituf.— G rotiu*. 

Wakefield reiiders the passage thus, *^heing a heam of hit glorjf, and an 
image of his substance,** He thinks " the allusion not to a i^etaphysical 
auhstoocei but to a seal oi; stamp» xn^iog an impression,** 
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ing to Josephus, said of him \vhile yet a child, ‘‘ that he was 
in Jorm, divine^** an expression precisely similar to 
that of the Apostle, who says that Ciirist was iathe form oj God^ 
how would such expressions have been tortured to prove tlie 
identity of the Son with the Father ! '» 

It is written of man liimself that he is formed in the image 
of God. But this is only a figurative mode of speaking ; for 
even a heathen philosopher knew the nature of God too well to 
suppose that he could be reprosented by any object of sense, and 
that man bears a closer similitude to the Deity in his virtues than 
in Ills form.* Such was the purity — the holiness — the bound- 
less bene^lenife of •the Saviour’s character, independently of his 
miraculous powers ; that he might well be said to bo not only 
the image, but the, expr^s imoffe of him whose love fills the 
universe. . , 


SECTION EIGHTH. 

Tfie beginninij of John^s Gospel contains no proof of the 
Deity Christ, 

The Evangelist, John, informs ua distinctly with what view 
he wroti^ his gospel, wdien he says, ‘‘ These are written that yo 
might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of (jod ; and 
that believing/ ye might *have life through his name.” — John 
XX. 31. Assuredly none of the evangelical writers, gives us such 
oumerous proofs of *the supt^raacy of the Father. Notwith- 
standing, the beginning of his gospel has been deemed favourable 
to the Trinitafian scheme. Others find in it nothing that cannot 
be much better explained on Unitarian prirtciples. It informs 
us that in the beginning teas the xjoord, ' The word^ in the 
opinion of Lardiier, Pidestley, Lindse^y, Fox, and other distin- 
guished Unitarian authors, is but another name for th/it reason, 
intelligence, or wisdom, which is an essential attribute of the 
Deity. They allege that it is spoken of in such a manner by 
tlie Evangelist, as fully to justify them in affirming that he imi- 
tates that well-known passage of the Book of Proverbs, in which 
Wisdom is so beautifully personified. “ The Lord possessed me 
in the beginning of his way, before his works of bid. I was set 
up from everlasting, fronn die beginning^ or ever the earth was. 
1 WBsbyhimy as one brought up with him.”— Prov. viii. 22, 23, 
30. Thus John affirms that the divine principle which he calls 
logos, existed from the beginning — that it dwelt with God-^ 
iMiy, tliatit was virtually God himselfiv-^^r tJieiall the works of 
creatiui},8nd all the operations of bis providence were roade and con- 


• Cicero de Katurs Dcorum. 



by its agency and inilnence. All things were nw.de 
by a — not by him ; for as Dr. Campbell,*- who was a Trinitarian, 
observes, “ it is much more agreeable to the figurative style here 
employed to speak of the word, though really denoting a person, 
as a thing, agreeably to the grammatical idiom, tiH a direct in- 
timation is made of its personality : — The way of rendering here 
adopted is agreeable to the practise of ail translatora except 
the Engltsh.” But the Bishop's Bible — the Bible vulgarly known 
hy the name of the Breeches Bible-^i\\e black letter translation 
with the paiaphrase of Erasmus, and all other versions which 
preceded the common one, as far as Dr. Campbell was fible to 
discover, uniformly employed tire neuter prdnoun. Ih French 
and Italian, the pronoun is feminine — in the Vulgate ami in the 
German, neuter ; corresponding respectively with the gender of 
the noun signifying word, In it was life, and the -life was the 
light rnenJ* Thus Wisdom says^ in Proverbs, he that Jindetk 
me, Jindeth life. The divine intelligence imparted life to man- 
kind, and gave them a light from heaven to guide them to im- 
mortality — and the light shhieth in darkness, and the darkness 
comprehended it not, (ov hath not ocertahen it,^) It 

beams brightly on mankind to dispel their ignorance and lead 
them to happiness and to God. 

And the Xiiord toas mad&(tyinr(iwas,) fiesh*' What is meant 
by this? If wo cannot give a rational interpretation, let us 
abandon it as unintelligible or beyont| our coinpreliension. But 
let us not apply to it, the crude heathen invention that the 
infinite Jehovah became incarnate. The IJvangelist no where 
gives us ground for sucfi an id,ea) or if he does, it is where he 
says, “ if we love one another, God dwelleth in jjs." — 1 John, 
iv. 12. This is just as strong a text in proof tlw^t God becomes 
Jncamnte in every pious man, as any, in all revelation, that he 
was incarnate in the person of our Lord. He does not say that 
%Jehovah the Father Alraigiity, the Eterfial Spirit, liecame flesh. 
This wouW be a species of iransubslantialion as difiicult as it 
would be horrible to imagine. But he says, the xuord ma^Jiesh; 
which is a brief figurative mode of saying that the divine wis- 
dom was manifest in a liuman being — it appeared in the cha- 
racter, the discourses, and the ministry of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
insomuch that he is justly denominated the •wisdom God — 

as he is also called the power of God on account of the miracles 
which he wrought — for, says the Apostle Paul, he “ of God, is 
made unto us ipisdom, and righteousness, and sanctification, 


♦ “ The word is often used of tlic day and night and their 

vicissitudes. Of this application of it there are many examples in Wetstein’s 
note upon the place; an example of it occurs in John xii. 35, and in 
f Thos. , V. fy— -Tliere is not a more common hebraism than to express the 
same Uiing b^di positively and negatively. There are several , examples loi 
yerv See Cappe’s &itical Kemarbs. 
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and redempiioii/'-^l Cor. i. 2^, 30. And dwelt {t(rxnms§ tabet'- 
naclecl) among full of grace and truth. Here is a plain al- 
lusion to the Sheklnahy or visible glory by which Jehovah ma^ 
nifested his presence in the temple and tabernacle of the Jews* 
If by that appearance God was represented as dwelling among 
them, much more might the divine wisdom be said to dwell 
among us in the person of Jesus Christ, by whom it spoke* and 
promulgatecl the oracles of salvation. And xve beheld his glorg^ 
the ghry as of the only'hegoUen of the Father, We saw him 
invested with such wisdom, and power — heard him uttering such 
gracious and important truths— and witnessed him performing 
such mlt*acu‘feus deeds of mercy, as convinced us that he was 
the well-beloved Son of God, the promised Messiah. 

It is objected that tlie of John is not the same as 

the of Solomon. But wherefore might npt Jolin choose 
to render the Hebrew of wisdom, Cachetna^ by as well as the 
Seventy by co(pta? Calmet^s Dictionary, on the article “ word,” 
says, the Merara, ( L e. the lofbs J answers to the Cachem a p or 
Wisdom of Solomon ; and Dr. Campbell observes that “ there is 
such a coincidence in the things attributed to each, as evidently 
shews that both were intended to indicate the same divine person- 
age — ('attribute J and that plausible arguments might be urged 
for rendering Aoy®;, in this passage, reason,** In the words 
quoted from Paul, we have seen that Christ is denominated 
the tvisdojn of God^ — A^ycg is a word of similar 

meaning with crt(piet, and^siguities reason, understanding, intelli- 
gence ; Xcyu sunt p]((Bcepta sapientim ac prudentice, — Schleusner. 
In Acts, xviii. 14. it is trahslated reaeon^ and it is elsewhere 
'found in a ureat variety of significations, as doctrine, message, 
Command, ‘ cuv’ine communication, reckoning, teacher. The lex- 
icographer just quoted, gives doctor one^of its meanings, 
stracto posito pro concreto, ex usu loqnendi Hebrceorum, ng i 
Aoyoff ovTflff, quails est^hic f/octor P— •Luke, iv. 36. In our trans- 
lation, what a word is this! He thinks this mode oj; interpreta- 
tion may be applied to John, i. 1. 14, 

The sacred wTiters speak repeatedly of the Word of God as 
of other attributes, and describe it as the grq^t agent of the 
Almighty to create and destroy — to instruct, exhort, and pro- 
hibit, It is thus sublimely pei'soiiified in the Wisdom of Solo- 
mon, xviii. 15, 16. “ Thine Almighty Word leaped down from 

heaven out of thy royal throne, as a fierce man of war into the 
midst of a land of destruction, and brought thy unfeigned com- 
mandment as a sharp sword, and standing up filled all things with 
death ; and it touched the heaven, but it stood upon the earth.” 
Similar agencies being ascribed to the W(»*d, as to the Wisdom 
of God, is it surprising that they should be considered as syno- 
nimoud? Our Saviour hjihself appears to use the expression 
Wiedom of Gody 49.) as tantamount to the Word of 

God, Shall we hence Assert the distinct personal existence of 
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Wisdom, and invest her vvitli the attributes of tlie Eternal? An 
apclcryphal writer would correct such f-pUy by ^telling us, that 
“ God crccEfirrf her, and saw' hor, and numbered and poured her 
out upon the earth.’* If we would not make Wisdom a goddess 
to be adored, neither should we deify the Word, and seat it 
on the throne of heaven. We must not confound qualities with 
substance — attributes with person — nor the herald with his king. 
“ Tha spirit of Jehovah spake hy liie” says David, “ and his 
word was upon iny tongue.” ShorJd any one hence infer that 
David was Jehovah ? The spirit of Jehovah spake more fully by 
Christ, and the wonl was so richly and copiously on his tongue, 
that he is called, tutrt The Word, Doe^ it therel'ore 

follow, that Christ is Jehovah ? This conclusion is not a tittle 
more valid in the one case than in the other. 

That the chfiractcr of tvord, belongs to Christ not jts 
God but as man, is sufficiently plain from the declaration /he 
ivord was Jlesk — 4iiid also from the commencement of John’s 
first epistle, where he speaks of the word life which Jje 
had seen^ keard^ looked upon^ handled with his hands. But 
he tells us in the 4th c. 12 v. that no man hath seen God at 
any time, hence it is clear that he had not the most re- 
mote idea that in speaking of the word, he was speaking of 
the Deity. Christ, therefore, is denominated the tvord, because 
he spoke the oracles of God ; and tfte word of life^ because he 
taught the doctrine of immortality — and Elohimy a Gody 

or God, in a subordinate sense — ^for if those to whom the word, 
the wisdom, or the counsel of God, was but partially commu- 
nicated, bore that title ; much moie shouldlt be borne by him 
to whom the Spirit of God was imparted without measure. — 
Erasmefs, in his paraphrase, says well — .t ‘ 

** As holy Scripture cldleth God that moste exccllcnte minde, which minde 
is bothe greater and better then all thioges that can bee imagined ; even so 
it calleth his onely Sonne, the woorde of tliat minde. For although the 
Sonne be not the same that the Father is, yet he is so very like tlie Father, 
that a man nf&y see the one in the other. * * He is called the worde bee- 
cause God, which in his own proper nature can no waies be comprehended, 
woulde be knowen to us by him. ** 

The Fratres '^Poloniy Polonian Brethren, and some English 
Unitarian writers, of whom Simpson, who has written so leai'n- 
edly on the language of Scripture, may be esteemed one of the 
most eminent, consider the LogoSy not as an attribute of God, 
but an appellaitoa of the man Christ Jesus ; and explain the 
first verses of John^a Gospel as descriptive of the new moral 
creation of which Christ was the divine instrument — beautifully 
and consistently — whether to exact conformity with the Evan- 
gelist’s meaning, the reader, if he can, may determine for 
himself* They understand the words in the beginning as speak- 
ing of the eofnmencement of the public life of Jesus, ana sup- 
port their option by numerous parallel texts, in which the same 
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words, unquestionably, j-efer nol to thq origin of the world, but 
to the first propulgation of the gospel — and it can be proved by 
innumerable instances, that the substantive verb both in the 
present and past tenses, must signify to repreient ^^Tbus when 
Christ says, this bread isri is my Imdy — ^this cup jvri is my 
blood ; and when Paul says, Qal. iv. S5> this Agar ivrir is Mount 
$inai in Arabia ; and v. S6, the Jerusalem from above %9rii is 
Sarah ; wn m all these places, means rtpresenis.-^Bi^t nf « Asyt; 
must signify that iAe word was only a representative of God^ or 
spake and acted in his name, and by his authority ; whether tho 
term 9sos be^ndqrstood of the true God, or of one commis-' 
sioned and empowered by him. — If it be maintained that the 
Apostle John’s assertioir^d^ s’ ••XsyK proves the Word or Jesua 
Christ to be trul/ God, the affirmation of the, Apostle Paul, 
1 Cor. X. 4>. s’ h wfTje s» i Xgs^ig, that rack tuas Christy equally 
proves him to be an inanimate rock ; and the assertion of Christ 
trrn HXms this is EliaSy jjlroves John the Baptist to be 
realJv Elias.” 

Whatever views Unitarian writers take of this subject, they 
liAve the merit at least of being intelligible* Not so our Atha- 
nasian friends. The instant they approach, the first verses of 
Jolui, they plungje headlong into an^byss of absurdities. They 
at onceUlcribe personality and Supreme Deity to tlie word, and 
thence it follo:ws, that we must understand the Evangelist thus, 
In the beginning toas the%ord^ which word was the Supreme 
Deit^ ; the Wordy that is the Supreme Deity, was with God--^ 
that 18 with the Supreme Deity. And the IPbrrf toa^ JGocf, that 
isf the Supreme Deity was the Supreme Deity 1 What man of 
common sensef qan suppose that the Apostle wi*ote to he huder- 
sfKI^d thus ? If the Word was a person and tlmt persoi^ God, 
he must he God in a different sense from that God with whom 
he was, or else he was God in the ^ame sense, a coequal and 
associate. This seems to be admitted and maintained, for we 
aie told that one of them is God the Son, and the other God the 
Futher~and each of them is God Supreme ! Whence, it indubi- 
tably follows, that we have two Gods Supreme, ( where is the third ?) 
contrary to the whole tenor of Scripture, which teaches that we 
have but one. Moreover, to affirm that one God was with 
another God, is to contradict the positive declaration of Jehovah 
hiniself that mth him there is no God. “ J, even /, am he,, 
and there is uo Qod toUh me,-^Deut. xxxii. 89. The Lord he 
is God ; there is none else beside him.” — iv. 35. Thus saith 
Jebovab~I am tbe and I am the lasti mid besides me ther# 
is n^ God ; J know not (]jny.”^l3aialh xfiv, 8. 



SECTION NINT&. 

No proof ^in Sciipture that Christ is etertial and self -existent. 

They who maintain what tliey call the Supreme Deity of* 
Christy miserably torture and misapply Scripture to support their 
hypothesis. But in vain do they labour to shew, that he was 
possessed of any single attribute \<^hich properly belongs, in the 
highest sense, to Jehovah. The first proof of this position shall 
be taken from their attempts to prove him eternal and self> 
existent, by a passage in the first chapter of the Hebrews. — 
The object of the author, in this chapter, being to exalt Christ 
above all the preceding proplibts and’ inspired messengers of 
God, he asks mito whicli of them did God at any time, say, 
‘‘ Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee ? And again, 
I will be to him a Father and he shall be to me a Son ? And 
again^ when he bringeth in the first-begotten into the world, he 
saith, and let all the angels (or inspiied messengers) of God 
worship him, (or do him homage.) And of the angels, (or mes- 
sengers) he (or rather the Scripturd) saith, who maketh his angels 
spirits (winds,) and his ministers a flame of fire. But unto the 
Son he saith, thy throne, V God, is (or God is thy throne) 
Jar ever and ever : a sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of 
thy kingdom,'* Thus are intimated the^, stability and equity of the 
Messiah’s reign. The next verse assigns the rea^n of Christ s 
exaltation, and of his favour with the Father. Thou hast loved 
righteousness and hated iniquity iherjore God, even thy God, 
hath, anointed thee with the oil of gladness ahove^ thy fellows. 
Here ends the supposed address of the Father 'to the Son. — 
The author of the flpistle then bursts into an apostrophe to Je- 
hovah, borrowed from the 102d Psalm. And thou. Lord, in 
the beginning, hast laid the foundation * of the earth, and the 
heavens art the works of thine hands : they shall perish ; hut 
thou remainest ; and they all shall wax old as doth a garment ; 
and as a vesture shalt thou fold them up, and they shall be 
changed : but thou art the same, and thy years shall not fail** 
These words, Trinitarian writers inform us, are applied to Christ, 
but by whom, except by themselves, is not very apparent. If 
they are to be considered as a continuation of the Father’s 
address to the Son, then does one eternal being tell another 
eternal being, the palpable truism that his years shall not fail ! 
Reason and common sense cannot discover any meaning or ob- 
ject in this ; to say nothing of the unscriptural idea involved In 
such a exposition, fhat instead.of the Eternal One, there are 
Eternal Two, We conclude then that the passage is not a con- 
tinuance of the Father's address to the Son, but an apostrophe 
of the wi iter to the Father. The connexion of the ideas, indeed, 
is by •'o means perspif^uous. The style is very elliptical, often 



abstruse ; nor is it easy 1o trai:e in it lui uniuternipted currc'nt of 
tliouirlit, Notwitlntaiojing, .-oaie rin*umstiinces lead us very de- 
cidedly to artirni that tlie versus in (juestioii, are addressed here 
by the autlior, as tli(*y were orip'inally by David, to Jebovab. 
Tbcir o])jeet in tii(; Psalm from wbicb they an^ l)o?iro\ved, was 
to confirm the truth, that the children of ihif scrvnntfi shall 
continifAi^ and their seed shall he cslahlished before thee^ With a 
similar view ^arc they cited here, to prove from the permanence 
and immutability of the eteri^jil one, tlie durable nature of the 
spiritual kingdom wbicb lie established by the agency of the 
Son. What Hebrew, and the Epistle is to Hebrews, could pos- 
sibly suji^ose flien^ applicable to any one but Iiis own Jebovab, 
the Eatber everlasting, vvlio, in tlie beginning, created the heavens 
and the earth — “ wlio stretebetb forth the Iieavens alone, that 
Npreadetb abroad flie earth by himself? — Is. xliv. 2k Emlyn 
observes tliat this, tliougli a new citation, is not prefaced witli hut 
vntolhe SonhesnUh, as 8, ox \\\\\\ and (.ajain, as v, 5, 0, and iL 
13, but barely, And thou Lord, ^ow the Clod last mentioned was 
Christ’s (jrod who Jiad anointed him ; and ilie author thereupon, 
addressing himself to this Clod, breaks out into the celebration of 
bis power, and especially of bis urwhnnfjeable duration?' The 
same learned divine proceeds to shew “ tliat no one ancient 
writer ever applied the words to Ciirist, during the throe first 
centuries / and Dr. Wajt(?rland <loes not preteml that tliey were 
ever so applied till the fourth or fifth.” The verses wliicb precede 
the passage in tjuestion shcAv, as clearly as language can well ex- 
press, tlie inferiority and subordination of C’brist. They tell us 
that God hath spoken*by bim,€ind of course bo is God’s agemt or 
imiiuter, whom be liatli appointed heir of all things — by whom be 
baitl jpiado tb^^^ons, or Ages,* not the worhls composing the 
nia(pria! system, as some erroneously imagine^ but that particular 
dis|)ensation of which C'brist was the author; a trntli of soine im- 

* Hch. i. 2—** Ify tv/iom also he made the worlds?' This tranjjiation may 
mislead tlie English reader, not only into a belief t hat Christ was the instru- 
ment by which the Creator formed this earth, but also a plurality of worlds ; 
where the word Atavet; has been clearly shown not to refer to the material 
system at all, but to that particular dispensation of which Christ was the 
author. Wakefield and Doddrige render the term and the liUtin Vul- 
gate, and the Latin rendering of tlie Syriac and Arabic, is ** stccula?* 

« Atouf in the New Testament, whetlier in the singular or plural, always 
denotes some portion of time. T'he plural number is often used by the 
Hebrews for Uie singular supcrlativo; and in the epistle to the Hebrews it 
is often used to express the superior excellence of many particulars relative 
to the Christian covenant. In four chapters of this epistle the Greek plural 
is rendered nine times in the singular in the EnglisJi versioii. Aimot.<; ip 
Heb. i. 2, should also be rendered in the singular, '^iz. the a^e, by way of 
eminence and distinction, meaning ago of the Messiah.” Sec this sub- 
ject fully and mos« satisfactorily illcis^ied by Si>npt;on, in his Essays on tlie 
Language of Sciipture. ' ? 
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portance for us to understand. Even the address of the Father fcr 
the Son, in the 8th and 9th verses, demonstrates the superiority' 
of the former. This address is horrovved from the xlv Psalm,, 
and was originally a part of Solomon's Epithalamium, on his mar- 
riage with ‘Pharaoh's daughter ; and a small portion of this “ Song 
of Loves,”* as it is characteristically entitled, is, in this chapter 
of the Hebrews, very properly accommodated to Christ, who, as 
well as Solomon, was a son, or descendant, of David. If the 
words were applicable to Solomon;^ much more were they appli- 
cable to Christ, for behold a greater than Solomon is here ! 
Dfx Young, f a scholar and divine, not less distinguished by pro- 
found erudition than by elegance of taste, ro.iders tbef words in 
the Psalm, “ tby throne, O Prince f j and this translation, as- 
suredly, conveys the meaning ^of the original much more truly 
than our common English version. 

However just and appropriate the application of these versca 
to Christ, they can have none to the Eternal and Almighty ONE. 
He has no God — he cannot be Appointed to any office ; — appoint- 
ment implies a greater and a less ; he cannot be made the agent of 
any other — he cannot be anointed — and he can have no fellows. 

Trinitarians find a proof of Christ's self-existence in his 
declaration to the Jews, John viii. 58, before Abraham was^ I am^ 
This expression, when properly understood, will be found in- 
capable of affording even the shadow of avt argument in favour of 
that doctrine. What is meant by ^ the Iamb slain from the foun- 
dation of the world Rev. xiii. 8.* What does the Apostle 
teach when he says, God hath dmspn us before the foundation 
of the world ?” £ph. i. 4. And iigain, he affirms of Godv^-^at 
he ** hath saved us and called iis, with an holy calling, 
cording to our worlds, but according to his own purposjjpl^d 
grace,r which was ^ given us in Christ Jesus before tW 
began.'' 2 Tim. i. 9, • 


* With -wliat propriety it is called a «ony o/* tores let the reader 

determine after he has contemplated its rich and glowing imagery — the 
bridegroom clad in hfs royal panoply, and the bride in her robes of wrought 
gold and needle- work, exhaling perfumes of myrrh, aloes, and cassia— <the 
palace of ivory, and the bridal train of virgins. This Psalm is applied, like 
Solomon's song, by mystic divines, to the mystic union of Christ and his 
church. ** The bridegroom,*’ says Horsley, “ is the conquering Messiah,, 
the bride, the church catholic, or, perhaps, the church of tlie converted Jews, 
become the metropolitical church of all Christendom, and the virgin’s com- 
panions are the other churches ! ” How erudite and instructive the lucubra- 
tions of mystic theology ! 

f From being a Fellow of Trinity College, Dublin, he was promoted to- 
the bishopric of Clonfert but unfortunately for the cause of Biblical learning,, 
dSd not long live to cnjl>y his episcoRsl honours. 

I The original word is elohim, commonly translated God. It is a striking, 
instance of the application of the term to men of rank and distinction. As it 
is rendered Btcfj God, in Heb. i. 8, it also happily excmplif)^ the subordl- 
wy'igpjce in which tlic word God is sometimes to be understood. 




tioW, it maybe asked, could the land) be slain before the crea'* 
^ion, or we be chosen, c&lled, ami saved, and have grace imparted 
to us, before we came into existence ? An orthodox writer, 
Dwig'ht, shall answer. “ Every being and every event which has 
been, or will be, witli all their qualities and operations, existed in 
his (God s) mind ; or in the beautiful language of David, were 
written in his book, and what day they should be fashioned, when 
as yet there was none of them.** Yes, the inspired writers too, 
speak of that which in past ages was ordained to be, as having 
actually occurred ; because its occurrence being determined by 
the immutablq^counsels of God, was as ceitain as if it had already 
come to pass. Th a prophet under the influence of inspiration, 
what has been, and what i^hali he, is. To his gifted vision, those 
scenes which lie far behind, or far forward in the pilgrimage of 
time, seem to be brought nearer. The cloud hroc^ing over them 
is, for a moment, dispei’sed. He contemplates them amidst a 
coruscation of celestial light, ant] he describes them not as the 
images of the past or future, but as the realities of the present. 

Even in ordinary discourse, future events, deemed certain, are 
cq)oken of as already present. Jonathan said to David, to-mor- 
row i>, (will he) the new moon.*’ 1 Sam. xx. 18. Thus our Lord 
stays, Ye know that after two days is (will he) the passover, and 
the Soi\ qf Man is (will be) betrayetK** Mat. xxvi. 2, “ Ye have 

been (wn, literally, ye are) with me, from tire beginning.*' John xv. 
27. Past events are als<t spoken of as present, particularly by 
poets, liistoriAns, and all descriptive writers, and animated 
speakers. Thus, Stephen, speaking of the miracles wrought by 
Moses in achieving Israel's re<Jemption from the bondage of 
says, ** This is that Moses.” Acts vii. 37. Thus our Lord 
says, ** Elias, indeed, doth first come,** or is coming ; for in the 
oi^aal, the present tense is used, and nottlie future, as^iri the 
common version, (Mat. xvii. 11;) whereas Elias, or John the 
baptist, of whom the disciples andei-sitood that he spake, had long 
since arrived. Wakefield says, that tlie peculiar usejof the pre- 
sent tense, in the usage of Scriptural expressions, is to imply de- 
termination and certainty and therefore our Lord says, I am^ 


• Id est eranif pracsens pro imperfecto, Eram^ Syrus ; lyta [ego 

oram] Nonnus. Sic in Gr«co Psalm, xc. 2. rtc »pii h, 

f Antequam iierent montes tu esj Fyerat ante Abrahamum Jesus divina con. 
stitutiOAe, inflra, xvii. A. Apocal. xiii. 1 Petr. i. 20, Constat hoc, quiadc 
ipso ipsiusque Kcclesia inystice dictum erat, recente hUinano genere, futurum 
ut semen mtdiebre contereret caytit gerpmtist vLt expmuturf Horn. xvi. 20. Unde 
aimul intelligitur huncce hominem lesum inajoreu> esse Abraliamo ; quod 
ipse innuere qiiam prs&dicare inavult. * Grot in loc. 

“ The reference which u/*t has to the conjunction in John vuL 5S, 
clearly shows, that the verb, though in the present tense, should be inter- 
preted of the past, in which sense it frequently occurs.*’— Simpson. 
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iijMtc'ud ot I w((s^ to intimato that his mission was certain ami 
(letenninod before the birth of Abrahctm. In. the preceding 
versos, ho says, not that he saw Abraham, but that Abraham 
saw (i. o. toresaw) liis day ; lor it had been declared to the 
Patriarch, that in Ids seed should all the nations of the earth 
be blessed, and “ be <lied in faith, not having received the pro- 
nusf's, but liavlng seof them afar oftV' — Ucb. xi. 13. 

'rbos(* words I am,” atlbrd a striking instance,.. out of hun- 
dreds, bow 'rrinilarians are led by sound and not by sense. 
They afhnn, !)ut without even a shadow of authority, that when 
our Saviour uses them in the foregoing ])assag’iv lie employs 
the words used by the Almighty himself, feed. iii. 14'. where 
be asserts Id.s s(*lf*existonce : “I am that 1 am.” Our Savir 
our made no allusion to those words whatsoever, nor are cither 
the Grindv or the iMigUsh words a translation from the Hebrew.*' 
The Hehrew Nliould he rendered thus, ‘‘ 'I’hk bring who is 
BEING;' in (in*ek, but not very correctly, lyu uf^i • lam 
the existing or he who exists* In John, the words are lyAi ufAt 
i am. — They form the teririiiiation of a sentence, and do not, 
like the Hebrew, stand either as an unconnected absolute de- 
claration. ol self-existence, nor as *fclie agent of any verb. Somo 
word must be understood to complete th(5 sense ; and that is 
Christ, or the pronoun he, m .• I am, or I was, //c, or the Christ. 
This is sense ; — hut an absolute assertioirof self-existence inclu- 
ding all time, would not accord well vvith the words, “before 
Abraliam nor form a very pertinent answer to the question of 
the Jews ; “ Thou art not yet fifty years old, and hast thou 
seen Abraliam ?" 'Fhe Apostle Peter leads us to the true 
meaning of (be expression, when ho affirms that Christ “ wa^ 
jore-ordainedf b<*fore the foundation of the vvoiKI,’ b’ut was naa- 

iiifest iin these hist' tiiaes.” — 1 IVt. i. 5^0 4’lie words tyu 

I aniy arc by no means of such rare occurrence that there shotihl 
1)0 any argument about thofU. We find them in the 24tli verse 
of the veK.y same chapter, “ Unless ye believe that 1 am, ye 
shall die in your sins.” That 1 am what? ivs naturally en- 
quired, and the translators have given the answer, by the in • 
sertioii of the word he, viz : tlio Messiah. This is clear as 
demonstration itself. 8o also, in his conversation with the wo- 
man of Samaria, our Saviour uses the same elliptical expression, 


• Hhjeh ascher c/yc/t— rendered by Gc9des, “ I will be what I will be,” as 
well, perhaps, “ I will be what 1 am,** a form of words expressive of the eter- 
nal existence and unalterable nature of Jehovah. The LXX do not rfepre- 

sent the phrase amiss by I am the lUxisting, or he who exists ; that is, Jehovat^, 
the living Gfxl, And afier wards they have not I am, but the Existing hath 
sent me. To make, therefore, the 1 am of the Evangelist a reference to the 
passage of the Pentateuch, is a most idle fancy, unsupported by the pri^nal, 
and what is more to the purpose, by the Septiiagint, the text 11)0C^ of the 
tv*®' writers.” — W>kicErKi:.D. j ' ' 
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/ am : he, is sup|>liotl Uy the translators. — John, iv. 2(5. When 
it was doubted, whether the man horn blind was he who sat ami 
begged ; lie said I am. What ? he is supplied here also, as it 
ought to have been in the verse under consideration — John, ix. 9, 

Suppose the words 1 am to mean Jehovah, the Verse would 
be totally destitute of meaning, as will appear evidently by 
substituting the one for the other. JBefore Abraham was — 
Jehovah, Here, there is no connecting link between the for- 
mer and the latter clau.se ; — -Vio copula, as logicians term it, be- 
tween the subject and the predicate. A grammarian would 
say, that sluy formed no sentence, for they express no thought. 
7'he woNl JehovhJi stands completely insulated, and has no 
manner of connection with any thing either preceding or coming 
after it. The Trinitarian reader* in order to make sense of the 
words lam, must impose on his own understainding, by afhx- 
ingtwo meanings to them. He reads them as if they were I am 
that I am, the former lam signifying 1 exist ; the latter as 
the name of the self-existent ^5ne ; and thus he contrives to 
extort a meaning from them which they will not bear, and 
which they were never intended to express. 

When the eternity of Jehov&h is spoken of in the Scriptures, it 
is not in dark and ambiguous terms. Our knowledge of it is not 
conveyed by a couple of monosyUabli?^ the meaning of which may 
be disputed. They a^fsert, in language most intetligihlc and dis- 
tinct, “ tliat Jehovah is |he high and lofty ONE that inliabiteth 
eternity.** — Is*. Ivii. 15, “ He is the living God, and an ever- 

lasting King.” — Jer. ;c. 10. “ Before the mountains were brought 
forth, or ever tiiou fiailst formejl the earth and the world, even 
from cverlastyig to everla.sting thou art God.** — Ps. xc. 2. 

On the text, Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, to-day, and 
for ever,” Trinitarians found their doctrine of Christ's immu- 
tability, though it is not intended to teach us any thing 
about eitlier his persc/n or bis iiati:fl'c, as is evident from the 
context. It is found amidst a series of moral instruoiions, and 
forms part of an exhortation to be stedfast in the faith* “ Re- 
member them, (says the Apostle, Heb. xiii. 7, 8, 9,) that have 
the rule over you, and have spoken unto you tho word of God, 
whose faith follow, considering the end of their conversation 
with what constancy and perseverance they continued in the faith, 
and sealed it with their blood, in hopes of that crown oj glory 
Christ had promised to them that were faithful to death, even 
that Jesus Christ, toho, both aS to his doctrines and his promises, 
fV the same yesterday, to-day, and for ever. Be not carried 
about with divers and strange doctrines.’* The lines in Italics 
are Whitby’s, written by him before his^ last thoughts had 
shaken his orthodoxy ; we hope, therefore, they will escape the 
common accusation of being a Socinian gloss. But lest they 
should not, we shall defend om* interpretation by the authority 
of the redoubtable Calvin 



Apparet von dt aderjia Christi estmtia apostoliim disputare, sod lie eju6 
notitia, qusc omnibus scculis viguit inter pios, as perpetuum ccclesise funda 
ntentum fuit — ideo dico ad qualitatem, ut ita loquar, refcrri hunc scnnotiem, 
non ad essentiam,*' 

Dr. Samuel Clarke also observes, that this is here spoken, 
not of the Iverson, but of the Law of Christ, appears from 
the words immediately following, with which it is connected.’* 
The same learned writer says, that 

*< God, in respect of his essence, is absolutely unchangeable, because his 
being is necessary, and his essence self-existent ; for whatever ntcessarily hy 
cannot but be, so it cannot but continue to be invariably what it U, That 
which depends upon notliing can be affected hy nothing^, can'oc acted upon by 
nothing, can be changed by nothingy can be influenced by no power, can be 
impaired by no tirne, can be varied by no accident,** 

All this inevitably follows from God’s being the great I am, 
the self-existent one. But how can any such assertions be 
made of him tv^o had a Father ? and who by the very admis- 
sion that be had, is declared siiot to be self-existent — of liim 
who was obedient — who came not to do his own will — who 
declared of himself that he spoke, acted, lived by the Father? 
Where is he denominated the immortal King — the incorrup- 
tible, impassible God ? — or introduced in holy writ, like him who 
is, — asserting his immutability, and declaring, 1 am Jehovah, 
I change not ?’* Overboard ! then, with an invention, as un- 
philosopliical as it is unscriptural, that would synchronize a son 
with his father, and transfer to the creature the incommunicable 
attributes of the Creator. 


SECTION TJENTir. 

No proof in Scripture that Christ possessed the Divine atirU 
huie (f Omnipresence or Omniscience, 

w 

That the infinite, self-existent Jehovah, whose presence fills 
the boundless universe, became incarnate in the person of a man, 
and lived upwards of thirty years in the condition of an humble 
Galilsean, till he allowed himself to be crucified as a malefactor, 
and ascended into heaven in the same corporeal form in which as 
a man, he, the ever-blessed, ever-living God, had suffered and 
expired*— this is, indeed, a doctrine so tremendously stupendous, 
that we are at some loss to conckive by what omnijMtent force 
of evidence its credibility could be established. With more 
facility could we imagine the whole unfathomable ocean to be 
contained in a lad^s thimble, or all the orbs which compose 
the solar system revolving in the tiny sphere of a nut-shell— 
Did revehuttion propose for our adoptioni any doctrine so marvel* 
lous, we sitSuld naturally expect with it some proilf, or positive 
at least, of its truth, especially as It teiaches us, at 

V;- -!• 



considerable length, *and with great variety of proofs and 
tratlons, doctrines muth less difficult of credence. But it 
would seem that the belief of our Athanasian worthies, is al- 
ways in the inverse ratio of the evidence ; and whep a doctrine 
becomes altogether absurd and impossible, to adopt and believe 
it, is the most sublime exercise of their faith I 

What is the proof that Cfirist was Omnipresent ? As usual, 
we discover ‘that it is inferred. And from what ? From a 
text and a half of Matthew 1* viz. 

** Where two or three are gathered together in my name, there am 1 in the 
midst of them.** yxviii. 20. 

And, lo, 1 am With you alway, even unto the end of the world.** 
xxviii. 20. 

To understand these texts literally involves one of two great 
errors, either that Christ did not ascend to heUven, but still 
remains on earth ; or that lie descends from heaven really and 
corporally, whenever two or threj) are gathered together in his 
name. Moreover, it contains a virtual denial, that in heaven his 
dwelling-place, he presides over his church and people, with 
such power and efficacy as take away the necessity of personal 
manifestations, and gives up* one of the strongest arguments 
against the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist, a conces- 
sion for ^ which the infallible chiiVch would, no doubt, be 
grateful! 

Orthodox commentator! on the former text, give an emplia* 
tic sense to Am /, and affirm that it refers to Christ’s divine 
presence at all times pnd in al{ places. A short time ago, they 
refen'ed 1 Am,^' to his self-v^istence, and we shall not be 
surprised if jve find them referring it again to any of the 
other attributes! When wo object that ij would be super- 
fluous for Christ to say, that he would be present with two 
or three,” if by the very necessity of his nature, he must bo 
present at all times, add on all occasions, not with his disciples 
only, but with Jews and Gentiles ; we are told, in coxtradu.tion 
to the preceding orthodox statement, that the words refer, not 
to his general, but his special presence, the particular object of 
which is to intercede for them to the Father ! 

But, in fact, our Lord makes no claim to personal or essential 
ubiquity. Some modern critics have concurred with Chrysostom, 
and other ancient Fathers, in thinking that the words were li- 
mited in their application to the Apostles, and had a special 
reference to the gifts of the Hdly Spirit, which were to be com- 
municated to them after our Lord’s departure. They are, 
however, capable of a more extensise application, and they seem 
to convey an important truth to^tlie disciples of all ages. Our 
Lord had been speaking of ofiTences and of the conduct to be 
observed towards an oiFeiidmg brother — be is thenco led to 
make unanimity a conditicitf^^of tbeir success in prayer. If 
two of you shall agree oh^artb, as touching any thing they 
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sliall ask, it shall ho ’dona for them of wy Father whicli is in 
heaven.” The reason of this promise is’ annexed. ‘‘ l or wliere 
two or three are p:athered to<T(.thcr in my namcy (or, as my f^e- 
iiuine disciples,) tliere am 7,” not personally, not essentially; 
the disciples were not so ahsnrd as to nndersmnd him in either 
sense, l)nt virtually — in that harmony, union, and Christian spirit, 
which cliaracterise their conduct and dictate tlnnr petitions. 
Their prayers ascend accepted to the throne, and you may 
confidently trust, that what they ask shall he doim for them 
of my Father^ as surely as if I myself were the petitioner, 
and present in the midst of them. 

Here the courteous reader is requested to enqulif* how were 
the words understood by the Apostles? IIow did l\^ter, in 
particular, understand them ? Peter was a man of ardent tem- 
perament, all fdive to every thing novel and surprising. Hero 
then was something to excite the admiration of the most phleg- 
matic mind, if it was what Ti ij^iitariaj^ represent it ; hut IVter, 
instead of betraying the least emotionf or appealing to suspect 
that he stood face to face before the Omnipresent God, in the 
person of his master, an idea tliat would have confounded ami 
overwhelmed him, cooly draws nearer to Christ, to ask a ques- 
tion relative to the subject on which he had been discoursing. 

In the text Matt, xxviii, ^0. instead of end of the xcorld^ wo 
should read end^ or consummatiou of the hyc^ viz. of the Jewish 
dispensation, which terminated with Uie destruction of the tem- 
ple. Until that peuiod, Christ was present with his Apostles, in 
the special manner of which he gave them intimation wdien lie 
declared that lie would not leave them comfortless, hut that he 
would come to them again. “ These things have T spoken unto 
you,” said he, “ hef ng yet present with yoiif iiftimating that he 
was about to he absent from ihem ; and to console them, added, 
the Comforter, which is the Holy Spirit, whom the FatJier 
will send in my name, he s'tiall teach you* all things, and bring 
all things ^to your remembrance, whatsoever I have said unto 
you.” After his ascension into heaven, he came to them no 
more pwsonally ; hut the influence of the Holy Spirit which in- 
spired them to preach, ami (mahled them to work miracles, sup- 
plied his place, and ratified his promise. He who j^T^uld pray to 
the Father, with a (tertairity of being heard, for twelve legions 
of angds, might well promise to he loitk his disciples, or to 


* Adesse alicui dicitur qui ei favety mixiliumqne prophet* lie who favours 
and assists another, is said to be present with him. Crotins, who makes this 

observation, says, that ©nr Lord’s declaration is very similar to a soying of 
the Jews, ** Where two sit discoursing coi. corning the law, flic Shehhudi, or 
symbol of the divine* jursonce, is among them.” A metii])horical mode of 
expressing tlje approbation v.ith which they were regarded by Jieuvcn, when 
engaged Ui st.ch pious topics of conversation. 



imparl to thorn all, iieodrul aid, without layiuj? claim to tliat 
Oiuriiprcscnce, which is ati attribute of the Supreme Deity 
alone, 

Christ may still he said to he virtually ])rescnt in every assem- 
bly congregated for Christian devotion. In sooth, he is present 
l»y his ministers, says Calvin : revera adest jur sues minfstros, 
l>nt he is present only on the condition that they assemhlo in 
/lis name, with motives, objects, hopes, and wislies all in unison 
with the spirit of Christianity, t'oi* if any man have not the 
spirit oj Christ, he is none of his. — Uoin. viii. 9. With him Christ 
is not present. Nor can any one who does not participate in 
the saiiift exalted views of the Father of all, and the same j)hi- 
lanthropic affections, which a])pcared in the thoughts, and wrought 
in the actions of our ttlessed ‘Lord, be a true disciple, though 
Jiis professions he eloquent as if they flowed from the tongue of 
an angel, and his faith so ardent that it would lead him to 
give Ills body to he burned/* 

When Abraham to “the rich man, Lidvc, xvi. 29. 

They have Moses and the Prophets ; let them Jiear them.’ 
Did he mean to affirm that they were omnipresent? 

Or did the author of the Epistle to the Ilebnnvs intend any 
similar intimation of Abel, when he wrote that by faith, he, 

being dead, yet speaketh ?” — Heh. xi. 4. 

Wodld Paul have \x% to understand that he was possessed of 
ubiquity, when he wrote to the Corinthians ? I, v. “ I, ve- 
rily, as absent in body, %ut present in Spirit, have jutlged al- 
ready, as though 1 were present.” Or when he wrote to the 
Colossians ? ii. 5. “"Though T be absent in the ffesh, yet am I 
rtitfi yon in the Spirit, joying* and beholding your order and 
the Rted fastness. of your faith in Christ.’’ 

How do the Scriptures speak of the (Annipresence of the 
Deity ? Do they impart a knowledge of it in a few doubtful 
expressions? are we obliged to take ^ne or two clauses of a text, 
and stretcli them on a theological rack, to extort from them a 
confession, false as it is reluctant ? No. Pmt they announce to 
us the truth which they have to impart, voluntarily, and with a 
clearness, a /^ppiousness, and a decision worthy^of a revelation 
from the Mi,^:^lligh. Tliey speak with a sublimity that sur- 
passes the ^:m®j>tion of the uninspired, and, at the same time, 
witli a simplicity that is understood by children. Hear So- 

LOMOX, 

** Will God, indeed, dwell on the earth ? Behold, the heavcii; and heaven 
of heavens cannot contain thee.” 1 Kings, viii. 27. 

Or JfRRMXAir, xxiii. 23, 21 , 

Am 1 a God at hand, saith Jehovah, 

And not a God afar otf ? 

Can any one hide himself in secret places 
So dial 1 shall not see him? saith jEiiovAf, 



Tlie iieavens anil the caiili 
Do not I fill? saith Jehovah.* 


Or Amos, ix. 2 : 

If they dig down to the grave, 

Thcnco shall mine hand take them : 

If they climb np to heaven, 

Thence will I bring them down, j* 

Or David, Ps. cxxxix. 7, 12 : 

Whither can I go from thy spirit, 

Or whither can 1 flee from thy presence ? 

If I climb the heavens thou art there ; 

If I make a bed of the abyss, beliold thou arf there also.. 

If I lift my wings towards the morning, 

Or dwell beyond the boiind.s of the sea, 

Kven there shall thy hand lead me. 

And thy riglit hand shall hold me. 

If I say, snrely darkness will cover me ; 

Even liie night shall be light about me. 

Yea, the darkness hideth not froin^i||^ 

Hut the night shineth as the day j 
As is the darkness, so is the light. 

Sucli is the lofty and glowing style in which the kScrijitnrrj 
Sj>eak of the Omnipresence of JehovaJi. I'he troths h(*io re- 
vealed are readily admitted ‘liy the niintl of man, for they cor- 
respond wdth all that reason, in Iter most snblinie investigalionsj 
teaches. If affirmed of any other htopg wliatsoever, we slionld 
expect them to he taught not only with equal, hut with superior 
force and perspicuity. Hut where, is our Loitl spoken of in a 
style which has any parallel to the passages q^uoted ? Instead 
of receiving the evidence requireil of a doctrine so stujiendouH, 
we are referred to the fragment of a text, wdihh not only ad- 
mits, Imt demands, an interpretation tliat alfords no support 
to the doctrine. 

As to the question of onr Lord's OMNisciENCK, it has been 
already stalled by himself with all the elearness which any 
reasonable enquirer can wish. He informed lh<? disciples after 
Jjis resurrection, that ‘‘ the timrs and the .^vasona^ the Father 
hath pvt in his 'tnen power — Acts, i. 7. Meaning by the times 
and seasons, as the context shews, a knowltulge of futurity- 
On another occasion, as wo have alrea<ly seen, (p. 20 — note,) 
he declared that he knew not when tlie day of judgment would 
arrive; and this single declaration furnishes an unanswerahlo 
argument, which every suckling in the knowhulge of Divine 
trutii, may wield to the utter confusion of all the sophistry thafe 
would invest tlje Saviour with omniscience. And here we 
cannot efrain from once more expressing our wonder at the 


Blavncy’s translation, f Ntrwcome’s (raiislatiyn- 

1 1)1'. Y'ouug’s IrauUaticn. 



disrospect with wjiich the disciples of Athanasius treat the 
language and tlie chwacter of the Saviour, hy th.eii* irreverent 
contradiction of his words, and their niirigliteous attempts, 
abortive as they are unscriptural, to rob Jehovah of his glory, 
hy ascribing to another, those attributes whicli belong to him- 
self aloiK!. To prove their contradiction of the Saviour well- 
founded, in the present instance, they quote Jeremiah, xvii. 9, 10, 
where Jehovali is represented as siiying, “The heart is d(j- 
ceilful above all tilings, and* desperately wicked; who can know 
it?^^ I, Jeliovab, search the heart, I try the reins, even to give 
every man a^'^cording to his ways, and according to the fruit of 
Ills doiiig.sj^ 'Jfieii they find in the Apocalypse, ii. 23, Clirist 
represented as saying, “ all the churches shall know that 1 am 
he which searchetli the* reins diul hearts: and 1 will give unto 
every one of you according to your works.’* »These passages, 
they ailinii, directly identify the Saviour with the hoart-soarcliing 
(fod. 

Such is anotlicr striking instance of the summary mode in 
which orthodoxy ruslies to her conclusions. It is quite enough 
that the same thing he afiiriiied of two beings to constitute their 
identity, though their cl^aract^rs and offices are perfectly distinct, 
(jod searches the heart, and Christ searches thekeart, therefore, 
they are the same ! But every exafninator, in a judicial capacity, 
searclics* the heart of' the accused ; and though no eye, but the 
eye of Cod supreme, ctyi perfectly see tl^e secret workings of 
the human heart, there are many to whom lie has given such 
faculties of discernment that they can iletect the springs of 
action, through tiio thickest veil of hypocrisy. Some of the 
^irophets w'jjjre thus remarkafily eiidoweal, Ahijali knew the 
thouglits of Joroboarn’s wife. — 1 Kings, xiv. 5, 0. Went not tlic 
iieart of Elisha with Geliazi to detect his fiflsehood and qvarice ? 
and did he not toll tlie king of Israel the words spoken in tlie 
bed-chamber of the king of Assyria#^ — 2 Kings, v. 25, 20, vi. 12. 
When the prophet fixed his countenance stedfastl^ on Ilazael, 
he reiul not only wdiat was passing in his soul, hut the long 
catalogue of crimes winch he was about to commit, viii. 11, 12. 
Daniel knew, by experience, that tliere is a G^kI in heaven that 
revealeth secrets, when he told the thoughts that camc! into tlie 
mind of Nel^uchadnezzar on his bed. — Dan, ii, 28, 29. IVler also 
knew tile thoughts of Ananias and 8apphira, when lie convicted 
them of lying not unto men, hut unto Cod. — Acts, v. 1. 1 Ins 

knowledge of men’s thougli<s possessed by the Erojibets and 


* Tlie heart is wihj above all Jihings ; 

It is even past all hope ; who can know it 13i.av.nkv. 

I’liis is a Ihvourile text willi ibe Calvinists, by lioiii it is grossly inih- 
^iiiilcrsioocl and misapplied to siq»port ihcir iiiftTiial doctrine of man’s total 
and innate dtpravilyr, ^ 



Apo 9 tIo 3 ^ was conim unirated to them hy the Alniii^hty ; and sa 
was tijat possessed hy Clirist as guardian of the clmrehes, and 
the judge of mankind. It is expressly deelared, at the heginning 
of the booktof llevelation, that it is the Revelation of Josuh 
C hrist which God gave unto and this is quite suiUcient 

to overturn all the arg-mnents that are found in any part of it, 
in supportof the grand orthodox fiction. It is added that it 
was given Iiim to shew his servants things which must shortly 
come to pass.'* This, therefore, as Lindsey ohserves, “ limits his 
knowledge to the particular subjects specified in the hook. 
When he says that he searches the hearts, he. allhdes particu- 
larly to the faculty he had received of detecting, in the church 
of Thyaiira, the concealed principles aeul misdeeds of certain 
false teachers, whom ho designates hy the appellation of Je- 
zchel, who corrupted Israel hy her lewd and idolatrous prac- 
tices.”* — 'riie same person who saj^s, I am he that searcheth,” 
eays also in the first chapter, l8r. ‘‘I am he that livelh and 
was DEAD.” But who dares to affirm this of the living God, 
though this is the conclusion winch those who identify him who 
searches the heart, in Rev. ii. 23, with Jehovah, can by no pos- 
sibility evader* 

Again, we are told that Christ must he omniscient, for Peter 
** said unto him, Lord, t/iou knoweiit all thhiys,'' But t!ie evan- 
gelist who records tliis, applies the very same expression to all 
faithful disciples, Ye have an unction from the^ Holy One, 
uiul ye hiiow all th’uu/sJ' — 1 F.p. ii. 20. Are all faithful disci- 
ples therefore, omniscient ? Did th3 woman of Tekoah believe, 
or mean to allirm, that David was omniscient, when admiring 
his penetration, she said, ‘Mny Lord is wise accoidhig to the 
wisdom of an angel ef God, to know all ihhiys that are in the 
earth.”— 2 8am. xiv. 20. The Jews were not so extravagant 
as to take in a literal sense, the hyperbolical language of sur- 
prise and admiration. They thought their prophets might pos- 
.sess a high degree of supernatural knowledge without ceasing to 
he men, or being invested with the attributes of Jehovah. Thus 
^vlicii the**womau who was a sinner, washed the Saviour's feet 
with her tears, the Pharisee said, within himsself, “this man, 
if he were a proj)het, would Ijave known who and what man- 
ner of woman this is that toucheth him.” — Luke, vii. 39. When 
our Lord told the Samaritan woman, some incidents of her life, 
she said, “ Sir, 1 perceive that thou art a prophet.” She after- 
wards said to the men of the efty, “ come, see a man, which 
told me all things that ever I did: is not this the Christ? 

A very important question, which, coupled with the first ])art of 
lier speech, shews clearly wliat opinifuis were then ejitertained 
of the Christ with lesoect to liis nature. Neither Samaritan 


* Lindsey’s ciamination of Robinson’s “ Plea.” 
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nor Jew liarboured all idea tliat lie was to be essentially ona 
with the Father. They believed, and tlioy believed truly, that 
omniscience is an attribute of none but God Supreme.*' “ Thou, 
even tJiou only,^’ says Solomon, ‘‘ knowest the be, arts of all 
the children of men/' — 1 Kings, viii. 39. W hen the Scripturc^i 
speak of the wisdom and knowledge of Jehovah, it is not in tiie 
way of allusion and inference. They do not put us off with 
two or three ambiguous or mysterious phrases, the meaning of 
which can be extracted ‘only by adepts in occult tiieology. But 
they tell us pluniply, in such terms as carry instantaneous con- 
viction to tlie'bearf and mind, that he is ‘‘ perfect in knowledge 
and infinite in understanding."* The Psalmist, in a noble appeal 
to the natural reason of man, asjis, he that planted the ear, 
shall ho not hear?* He that formed the eye, shall he not sec? 
He that teacheth man knowledge, shall not he know?'' — Psalm, 
xciv. 9. “ O Lord, thou hast searched me and known me. 

'J'hoii knowest my down-sitting ^ind mine uprising : Thou un- 
derstandest my thoughts afar oil*. Thou compassest my patli, 
and my lying down, and art acquainted with ail my ways. For 
there is not a \vord iu my tongue, but, lo, O Lord, thou know^- 
est it altogether.” — Ps. cxxxix. 2, 4. 

Such is the copious and pcispicuo^s style in which the Scrip- 
tures spoak of the oijiniscience of Jehovah. They take care 
also to inform us that liis knowledge is not (fiven nor derived. 
“ Who hath directed the .^Spirit of the Lord, or being his coun- 
sellor, hath taught him. With whom took he counsel, and 
who instructed him and taught him in the path of judgment, 
ayd taught him knowledge, and»shewed to him the way of uu- 
derstaudine: — Is. xl. 13, 14. 


SECTION ELEVENTir. 

• • 

Christ not the Creator of the Universe — not Omnipotent. 

The attribute of omnitotence, like that of omniscience, was 
disclaimed by the JSaviour. As there were cei'tain eVents of 
wliicli bo declared that bo knew not when they were to happen, 
so were there certain acts which be confessed bis inability to 
perform. »Not withstanding, they who admire what tliey are 
pleased to call a “ triplicity in the Godhead," are fond of as- 
cribing to him omnipotence, biy; wnth no more success than they 
ascribe to liiui onmiscieiice and omnipresence. To prove this 
point, they allege that Christ was the Creator of the physical 
system of tlie universe, and thence that he must be Almighty. 


* See Omniscience an attribute of the Father only " — an excellent dis- 
course by the llnv. Dr. Hutton of Leeds : and “ Christ’s knowledge of all 
things,” by the Ucv. Edw, Higginsoii, Jun, of ifull. 
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Supposing, lor a moment, tliis statcm,ent capable of being 
vorilied, must it not appear very strange and unaccountable, that 
Clirist biinself, in all Ins numerous discourses both to friends and 
foes, never made tbe slightest allusion to bis having such power — 
never did* be drop a liint that might lead the disciples to sus- 
j)ect they were conversing face to face, with tbe Creator Al- 
mighty of heaven and earth. Frequently did he take images 
and illustrations from the works of nature— hut he referred all 
the beauty and glory of those woAvs to the Father. If he speaks 
of the sun and the shower, it is the Father, he declares, that 
causes the one to shine, and the other to descend ^ If he speaks 
of the flowers of the field, it is the Father who clotli'es them — 
if of the birds of the air, the Father feeds them. 

We repeat it then, that wc‘deem it' most marvellous, if Clirist 
were the Creator, that he should not only di op no hint of it, 
but that he should ascribe all to the Father; and that three of the 
Evangelists who liavc recorded his history, have been so silent 
on the subject, that its most oHhodox supporters cannot extort 
from them one syllable in their behalf, lint, they find it written 
in John, i. 10, ccvrdv lyinra which reiukM’ed literally 

means, the worlds throitfjh him,* was. Was what? A/t/f/c, says 
the JVinitarian. We contradict the assertion, and affirm that, 
in this place, lygysra does nht f^ignify made originally, or out oj' 
nothing created — nor, thougli used above 700 times in Vhe New 
Testament, can any one decisive instance* he adduced in 
which it must bear that signification. We admit, indeed, it 
lias been so rendered by able Unitarian, as well as Trinita- 
rian, writers, in the 3d verse, in 'connexion with the hut 
if, in that connexion, such reiufering ho true, it only furnishes u 
reason for ohjectiiig to it here, since the AposOe after telling us 
that .“all things were made by him (or it) and without him 
(or it) was not any thing made that was made,’* would scarcely 
sink into the anticlimax «and tautology^ of informing us that 
the worfil was made by him. The phrase is manifestly ellip- 
tical, ami the ellipsis is to he supplied by something in the 
context. Tliii preceding verse says, “ That was the true light, 
which UghtetJu every man that coineth into the vvorld.'^ It is 
then stated, that he, viz ; the true light, was in the world — and 
the world, through him, teas. Was what ? we ask again, and 
we think the intelligent and unprejudicetl reader, will reply 
enlightened. Such ellipses are frequent in Scripture.f Thus, 


• Simpson tliinks there arc two, James, iu. 9 — Ileb. iv. 3. “It does not 
appear to Dr. Carpenter, that either of these cases is fully in point.” With 
him we agree. 

f Thus in Matt. xxv. 1.3. “Watch therefore; for ye know neither (he 
day nor tin. hour.” Here the sentence in Griesbach, and in the Douay 
Testament, closes. Whervm the sujl of man comcM— was added by some one 
to iill up the ellipsis, amUhenceit crept into the text. The next verse, begins 
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tlio Apostle Paul in reply to the Roman captain. (Acts, xxii. 28.) 
said, “ But 1 xjoas hornJ* (syA» Kctt yiytvn^cni) The ellipsis is 
supplied by the word Jree inserted in the translation. This is 
good sense ; hut the ellipsis would be more correctly filled by 
the words a Homan citizen^ for they are obviously in rdply to the 
question in the 27th verse, art thou a Roman ? as well as to 
the captain’s declaration that lie had purchased his freedom with 
a great suni.’^ . 

The word icotrfjtoi u\orldy-f Simpson remarks, occurs of- 
tener in John than in any other of the sacred writers — about 
seven ty-ei‘;;ht times in his Gospel, and twenty-four times in his 
Epistles, and yet it*is applied in only two instances to original 
creation. In the verse under consideration, it occurs three 
times, and once igi the verse Immediately preceding. If it 
means the world in a physical sense, that is, the material system, 
then must wo understand the passage thus, He was the true 
light which lighteth every man tliat cometh into the material 
Nystem. Ho was in the material system, and the material sys- 
tem was made by him, and the material systcmi knew Iiiin not.” 
'j’his, like many a similar clinking concatenation of words, may 
tinkle sweetly in the ears of brthodoxy, hut it sounds in the 
ears of reason and common sense not unlike what is y-clcped non- 
sense. C^n eitlier knowledge or ignorance be attributed to 


for f/ie kingdom^ of heaven isf as a man travelling.’* Here all the words 
hi Italics are supplied, for they liave no representative in the original, and 
the translator has been oUliged to gij back to the beginning of the chapter, 
no fewer than thirteen verses, for \v 9 rds to complete the sense. In the 
17th verse of th^same chapter, we read, “he that had received two, he also 
gained other two.*’# Tw'owhat? The reader must look to the foregoing 
verse for an answer — had received is the translator’s^ not the evangelist’s. 
In riv'h. iii. l(j. We read, ‘he took not on Aha nature o? angels** and 
in 1 1 Tliess. ii. ‘i. ‘ Let no man deceive you by any means ; for that day shall 
not eonte, except, Sec,* The words in Italics^iere, and generally throughout 
tlie common version, arc inserted as necessary to render clear^the sense. 
Wiicn such writers, therefore, as Dr. Wardlaw, express surprise at the word 
not being expressed in John i. JO, but left to be supplied from 
the preceding verse, they only betray ignorance of scriptural phAseology. 
The Doctor, as quoted by Dr. Carpenter, observes that “there are not a 
few unnecessary, and there arc some injurious supjdements in our ordinary 
Knglish version.*’ True. Thus in Acts, vii. 59, the w'ord Gotl is thrust m 
where it is m)t wanted — ami in John, viii. 58, he is wanting, though the 
sense absolutely requires it. But in neither ease have the interests of or- 
tln)doxy been overlooked. Wc arc glad to receive the above acknowledg- 
ment from a Calvinistic divine. It shews the necessity of having a new 
version, or the old one revised and corrected. 

* See Dr. Carpenter’s “ Unitariauism the Doctrine of the Gospel.” 
f “ The term w^orld, is ofteq used by Christ, as it was natural it 

should be, concerning the body of the Jcwisli people. By Paul, the same 
term is used concerning the Jewish dispensation ” — Gal. iv. .‘i. — Coloss, ii, 
8 , 20 .— Cappe. No intelligent reader can require to be told in what nu- 
merous senses it is used in our vernacular languag(v 
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tliat wliich is inanimate ? Wliai object coubl tlio Evangelist 
liavo in telling us that the Creator of flic world was in the 
world? Could he be out of it? Or,* was Apostolical authority 
necessary to confirm so iriduhitahle a truth ? He came to his 
otow, and ^lis oxen received him not. The creator of the material 
system, came to lus own ! What a hideous bathos ! What egre- 
gious folly I “ The earth is the Lord’s and the fulness thereof ; 
the world, and they that dwell therein: for he hath founded it 
upon the seas, and established it. upon the floods.’' 

Let us now turn from the inconsistencies and tortuosities of 
Trinitarian expounders, and see whether a Unitarian expo- 
sition does not do more justice to the sentiments' of the inspired 
author. The time light, voas in the worlds among mankind — or,, 
more particularly, among the, Jewish people — and the world 
through him t^as, mankind were enlightened by the beams of his 
heavenly truth — but, notwithstanding, the world knew him not^ 
mankind did not duly acknowledge and appreciate him as the 
true light, which the Father oE all had sent to illuminate their 
minds, and purify their hearts. I/e came to his own, and his 
own received him not. He appeared among his own country- 
men, in their towns and villages their streets, and their syna- 
gogues, with tidings of joy, and promises of immortality, but 
far from prizing liim and his doctrines, as became them, 
they ungratefully rejected both. All, Imwcvcr, we;e> not so 
perverse. JBut as mumj as received hiniy to them gave he power 
to become the sons of God, • ^ 

Here, if we mistake not, there is something that can be un- 
derstood. Let the judicious reader determine whether this 
plain explanation is not more t/orthy of acceptance, and move 
in accordance with the simplicity of gospel tiMkth, than the 
strained and perplexing incongruities of what is Tfalsely called the 
*• orthodox" doctrine. 

The CREATIVE AND OMNIPOTENT POWER of Christ IS inferred 
from an ill- translated and worse understood text of Coloss. i. 16, 17. 

“ By him (jy xvTaf hi him) ivcrc all things created that are in heaven, 
and that arc in earth, visible and invisible, w hether iJiei/ he thrones or domi- 
nions, or^rincipalities, or powers ; all things were created i>y him, uvrev 
through him) and for (e/j to) him ; and he is before all things, and by in) 
him all (these) things consist.** 

These words, as they stand insulated, may, cortainlyv to a su- 
perficial reader, appear to convey the meaning attaclied to them 
by dogmatic thcologi.sis. But if .any one will take due pains to 
acquire a knowledge (»f the language of Scripture, and consider 
the context of the passage, he will discover that the moral and 
religious, not the physical, creation, must he understood here ; 
that great, change which was effected, by the introduction of the 
gospel, b;.th in the civil and ecclesiastical polities of the Jews. 
In the language of Scripture, and particularly in that of the 
Ihophets, the terms aavtli and heaven are employed to represent 
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Ckese two states, 'jfhas, in Is. Ixr. 17, 18. Jeliovaii is introduced 
saying, ** Beliold, 1 create new heavens and a now earth— -I 
create Jerusalem a rejoicing, and her people a joy/' The Apostle 
adopts the ideas, and the language of the prophets,* and sjH'aUs 
of the new dispensation as of a new creation. “ If any man he in 
Clirist, he is a new creature ; old things are passed away ; behold, 
all things are become new. And all things are of Gody who hath 
reconciled us to hitnselfby Josus Christ.” 2 Cor. v. 17, 18. 

Tyrwhitt,* in his brief but very comprebensivc Essay, entitled, 

A« Explanation of 8t. Paul’s Doctrine, concerning the Creation 
of All Tiiing^by Jesus Christ,” justly observes, that 

Tlie term created is frequently used by St. Paul, as well as by the writei s 
of the Old Testament, in a fi|;urativc, ior secondary sense, in which it sig- 
nifies not to give being, or to Imiig into existence, but to confer benefits and 
privileges, or to place in a new and more advantageous state of being. The 
Apostle tells the Ephesians, * That they are the workmanship of God, created 
by him in Christ Jesus, unto good works ; that they who, in their Gentile 
state, were formerly afar ofl* from GodJ are now brought nigh unto him by 
Clirist, who hath made both Jews and Gentiles one, and hath broken down the 
middle wall of partition between them, that he iniglit create of twain one new 
man, which new man is also said tojbe created in holiness and righteousness, 
after the image of God who created him.* Epli. ii. 10 — 17 ; iv. Col. hi. 
10. Here is plain mention of a creation, distinct, not only from Ihrit by 
which the heavens and earth were made, but from that also by whkh the Jews 
had before been created thfe people of God ; and in opposition to the latter 
of tliese, it is called the new creaUon, in the same manner that the covenant of 
God with all m|inkind, through the mediation of Christ is called tlie new 
covenant, in opposition to the former covenant which God had before made 
W'ith Uie children of Israel, by the ipediation of Moses.** 

, In a verse preceding the jmssage under consideration, the 
Apostle informs us, ‘‘ that we have been delivered from the power 
or<lar1iness,and translated into the kingdom ofl vs (God’s) dear Son,” 
whotn lie denoiniiiates tJie bnageoi the invisible God,/Ar? first horn qf 
every crealute [preterit of the whole creation.) b'or as Adam 

was the first created man in the old physical creation, so was 
Christ the first created, or the first b<»rn, in the new iftoral crea- 
tion. The power of darkness, from which we have been delivered, 


• A short biographical sketch prefixed to the essay, informs us, that the 
Kev. RobertTyrwhitt was a Fellow of Jesus* College, Cambridge, and grand' 
son of the kwryied and pious Dr. Gibson, Bishop of London. On the deli- 
berate conviction of his mind, that God the Father is the sole object of 
religious worship, he resigned his fellowship, gave up all hope of preferment, 
and lived cheerfully on a very narrow income, till by the death of his brother, 
Clerk to the House of Cominons, he came into possession of a pro^ierly, 
wliich enabled him to act up to the dictates of a generous heart. He was 
the friend of the late Bishops I.aw and Watson, and, more intimately, of the 
amiable and acebmplished Dr. John JcISb, who has testified of him, that his 
cliaracter may be justly said to be above all jiraise. His sti’ong abilities, 
extensive learning, strict integrity, and most amiable manners, united with 
cool judgment, and determined resolution, w'ould reflect lustre on the most 
distinguished station.** He breathed his last on tl)e 25th of April, 1817. 

K 
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is not a physical, bnt a spiritual power ; the kingdom into which 
we have been translated, is not an earthly, hut a heavenly state. 
The Apostle is evidently liighly figurative throughout. That by 
such expressions as things that are in heaven, and things that 
are in earth, he does not mean the material frame of the universe 
is evident, from the 20 v. of this very chapter, in which he states, 
that God by Christ “ reconciled all things (*. c. all men) to him- 
self ; by him, I say, whether they be things.m earth, or things in hea- 
ven,’^ (i. c. whether they be Jews or Gentiles.) Will any orthodox 
man affirm, that the Apostle here means that God^ reconciled the 
sun, mooTi, and stars unto himself? By thifigs visible? and in- 
visible, he intends the external state of the evangelized world, and 
the unseen felicities and exalted honours of its members, whether 
they be represented by thrones, of which the Saviour himself gave 
intimation, when he told the disciples that they should sit upon 
twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel ; or dominions, 
or principalities, or powers, to the possession of which, men annex 
their highest conceptions of happiness. All this new spiritual 
state was created through the agency of Christ, and for his peculiar 
glory. He is before, or superior 'to all its other agents, and in 
hhn all the various arrangements of its constitution subsist.* The 
Apostle continuing to rise iti his ideas, (it is never his habit to 
sink,) says, He is the head of the body, the church : an expres- 
sion, which at once conveys to us in what sense we are to under- 
stand bis previous figurative language^ — then he adds, who is the 
beginnings viz. of this new moral creation, ami the first horn from 
the dead ; appellations which can by no means be given to the 
omnipotent, ever-living Jehovali: that in all things connected 
with this new creation, /ic might have the pre-enUnence ; for it 
pleased the Father that in him should all fullness dvoclL 

Dr. Doddridge, with other commentators of his school, is in- 
dignant at the application of Col. i. 16, 17, to ‘‘the new creation 
in a spirit^ial sense/^ Yet the spiritual sense is the noblest and 
best. “ The letter killeth, but the spirit maketh alive." But 
though the Doctor, in this place, prefers the material and carnal 
sense, because .it is best suited to his system, when he meets 
with principalities and powers, again, in ii. 15 of the very same 
epistle, he begins to spiritualize, and would have us, by those ex- 
pressions to underotand “ our spiritual enemies, and especially the 
formidable spirit of darkness.’’ In a note also to Rom. viii. 38, 
ho quotes Eisner as authority for understanding by principalities 
magistrates, (magis^cunes,) and refers us to Titus ili. 1, 
where it occurs in a sense indubitably similar. Does the Apostle 
Paul speak of physical or metaphysical existences, in that sub- 


liindscy and others think tlie Apostle makes particMar' allusion to the 
oriental hierarchy or demonology, a belief of which had begun to prevail 
among. the Jews. 



linie (leclaiation, in wliirli lie |>ers«uirn'« <lc*atli asui lifn, and [)rin> 
dpalities and powci*, and height and depth, and things prestMJt, 
and things to conic ? Rbni. viii. 38, 39. No one, wo presume, 
could 1)0 preposterons as to answer the funner. Wheroiore then 
bo so jn'cposttMous as to infer from similar expression^ elsewhere, 
that Christ was the Creator, in contradiction to the Scriptures, 
which affirm that this appellation belongs only to Jeliovab ? 
ilow would it sink our ideas of tlie grandeur and majesty of tlie 
Omnipotent, to suppose bo cynild have any partner or coadjutor 
in the work of creation * We challenge our adversaries to pro- 
duce a single text to justify such supposition. We defy them to 
shew any one* instance, in which it is asserted of Christ, as of 
.Jehovah, in the coniincncement of tlie IJihle, that in the beginning 
he created ^epl.) tl^e heavens and the earth. Or 

ill which any inspired Apostle has applifid to him such lan- 
guage as I’aul applied to that God whom he revealed, on 
Mars* hill, to the men of Athens; the (iod that made (d 
tlie world and all things therein^— the Lord of heaven and earth, 
who hath made tTCdin’fg) of one blood all nations of men. Acts xvii. 
26 — 2G ; or addressed him in such terms as the primitive dis- 
ciples addressed Jehovah, when they said, “ Lord, thou art Ciod, 
which hast made {o licavcn, and earth, and the sea, 

and all that in them is,** Acts iv. 2L Until such Scriptural 
proof he*place<l before us, to convict us of error, we heg to he 
excused for adhering to the original faith, and believing with 
Moses and the prophets, with the Apostles and primitive disciples, 
and the framers of the creed calleel tlic Apostles*, that God tJio 
Father Almighty is Uie iiiakev of heaven and earth. 

It may be here objected, that jn Hch. i. 2, it is stated that God 
by him mad% the worlds rovf xtxmg : —true, the worlds. 

The word, howhver, which we demand is no,t worlds, hut heaven, 
earth, and sea. The Jews knew nothing of any world but one ; 
and the word here rendered world, as we have had oc’casion to 
remark before, p. 57,* does not iiie^ii the globe of earth, or the 
visible frame of nature, but the age, or dispensation, iai the plural, 
ages, which, according to the Hebrew idiom, is used as the singular 
for the sake of emphasis and particularity. It nioans^hcre the 
new dispensation, which was communicated through Christ ; and 
it is perfectly accordant with the context, that tlie author sliould 
speak of the new dispensation, which it was his object to magnify 
and reconimend, and not of the material creation with which his 
subject has no manner of connexion. 

in a subsequent part of thc^Epistle, (iii. 2,) it is expressly af- 
firmed, that God made Christ* ta» 7 rcfn^xi/rt xvtcp, J'his, in our 

• AVbiston .inform^ us, on the authority of Pliilastiius, -Vc‘ Uirret. c. 4!. 

That in the fourth century, this doctrine was reckoned so Iietcrodox, that, 
in some places, the Epistle was seldom read in public, partly out of the 
dread of such an expression— a striking proof bow it was understood. 
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common ver«ioii, is rcndcrcMl appotnfed ; bnt every one knoivsr 
that tlie literal rendering is made f an^l llic same verb is so 
rendered in Acts ii. 36, “ Let all the house of Israel know as- 
suredly, that God hath made^ that same Jesus, whom ye 

have CFttcififed, both Lord an<l Christ.” But whether the word he 
translated appointed or made^ it is, in either case, conclusive in 
favour of the Unitarian. The appointer and the maker are the 
same ; and he who appointed or made Jesus to be Lo^d and Christ, 
must be his superioi* and Creator. 

Every reader who will take the least pains to examine and re* 
fTcct, will perceive, that the style of the Apostle, ^in speaking of 
the new creation, is very different from that e«nployed by Moses 
and the Prophets, and by himself, in speaking of the physical 
creation. They say nothing about principalities and powers, 
thrones and dominions ; nor does the Apostle speak of Christ as 
the prophets speak of Jehovah. He does not say as David says 
of tlio Father Almighty, that “ the heavens were made by his 
word, an<l all the host of them h‘y the breath of his mouth — nor 
as Job, that lie hangeth the earth upon nothing — that he maketb 
Arcturus, Orion, and Pleiades, and that the pillars of heaven 
tremble, and are astonished at his** reproof f* — nor as Isaiah, that 
“ he has measured the waters in the hollow of his hand, and 
meted out heaven with a sps.n, and comprehended the dust of the 
earth in a measure, and weighed the mountains in scales, and the 
hills in a balance f * — nor as Jeremiah, that he has made the 
earth, the man and the beast that arb upon the iground hy his 
great power; that lie giveth the sun for a light by day, and 
the ordinances of the moon and of the 'stars for a light by 
night — nor as Nahum, that ‘Mie hath his way in the whirl- 
wind and in the storm, and the clouds are f,h£ dust of his 
feet — nor as Paid, that he made the world and all things 
therein — that he is Lord of heaven and earth, and giveth to all, 
life, and breath, and all things ; and hath made of one blood all 
nations of rnen ; and that in him we live, and move, and have our 
being.'* l^he Apostle makes no such declaration of Christ. But 
even granting, which we do not, that, in the physical sense, and 
in the ffroatest^ latitude in which the words can be understood, 
the alt ttdngs in Col. i. 16, were made hy him, and not in him, 
it would not follow that by him were created the heavens and the 
earth themselves, unless it were previously proved thawJie things 
contained are the same as the container — that the furniture is the 
house, the cargo is the vessel, ancle the jewel the casket ; for the 
words are not the heavens and the earth, but all things that are in 
heaven, and that are in earth. With small attention has he read 
the Scriptures, who has not learned that the words all things are 
of very frequent occurrence, rmd that their meaning must he 
limited hy their c^oniiexioii. The Psalmist, in his beautiful eulogy 
on man, says, “ God hath put all things under his feet.” Is man 
therefore onmipotemt ?$ No. The meaning is, that God has given 
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him extensive power over both animate and inanimate nature. 
Paul saya, “ 1 can do all things througli Christ who strengthencth 
me.** la Paul therefore omnipotent? No. The meaning is, 
that he can bear all afflictions and rcvei'ses of fortune witli 
patience. Again, he informs us, that God has given Christ to bo 
head over all things to the church ; and that he upholds all things 
by the word of his power. Is Christ therefore omnipotent ? No. 
The Apostle affirms no more, than that Christ orders or conducts 
the whole of the Gospel dispensation, by virtue of the authority 
imparted to him by the Almighty. He acts in subordination to 
the Father. “ He Utai built all things (in the widest sense) is God^ 

Even granting tjiat Christ was the Creator of the material frame 
of nature, which we confidently deny, as contradictory to the 
most unequivocal declarations of Scripture, he was only the agent 
of omnipotence. The verso preceding the passage quoted to prove 
him possessed of that attribute, demonstrates the contrary. It 
denominates him the imajre of the invisible God — the first bom 
of everij creature'' The imaged therefore not the reality — horn^ 
therefore not self-existent — a creature^ therefore not the Creator, 
consequently dependent, therefore not omnipotent. 

In support of tiie doctrine •hero impugned, Phil. iii. 21, has 
been also quoted : — 

The Lord Jesus Christ, who shall chaffige our vile body, that it may be 
fashioiu^ like unto his glorious body, according to t!ie working whereby he 
is able even to subdue all things unto himself.*' 

A common.rcader whoi*has no system to support, would sup- 
pose that the ascription of a body, though a glorious body, to 
Christ ; and the declaration that the bodies of the righteous shall 
he fashioned like his, should effhctually preclude all ideas of con- 
founding hin#tv;th Jehovah, who is a Spirit, and to whom there 
can be no corporeal similitude. More sublime was the jdea of 
God in him who wrote, — 

“ All are but parts of one stupendous whole 

Whose body nature ie, and God the soul." ^ 

But the words, snbdm all thingsy sound like an ascription, 
of omnipotence, and to some writers, that is enough botl» for pre- 
mises and conclusion ! The power attributed to Christ, however, 
is not infinite nor underived, but limited to a particular object, and 
delegated to him by the Father Almighty, till the final con- 
summation, when death shall be destroyed, and all the just 
shall be raised incorruptible and immortal. A parallel passage 
occurs in the xv. 27 of .let Gor. ** Ho (viz. God) bath put all 
things under his feet. But when he saith all things are put 
under him, it is manifest, that he is exceptedy which did put all 
things under liim. And when all things shall be subdued unto 
him, (even) ' then shall the Son also himself he sufgect unto 
him that put all things under him, that God may^ be all in 
all.** Can the subordination and subjection of Christ, in his 
highest state cf future glorified existence, 'be expressed in terms 
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iiioic! strong ami distinct ? It would almost socni that tlie 
Apostlo Jiad some inspired antieipation of the attempts that would 
he nmde, in a future . corrupt state of tllc churcJi, to i<leiitify the 
Son with the Father ; and tliat he had taken particular pains to 
express the supreme dominion of God alone, in such a manner as 
to prevent the possibility of their succeeding for a moment. 
*• Tlie head of the woman is the man, and the head of Christ is 
God” 1st Cor, xi. 3. 

Some orthodox writers think the miracles wrought by our 
Saviour an ample proof of his omnipotence ; and they dwell on 
them with peculiar energy, as if they were fully demonstrative of 
his being the Almighty Idmaelf, though it is ovident'7rom. pur Lord's 
own words, that his wonderful works were only the tests of his 
divine mission.* They also di'jcover i» the style of his language, 
a similarity to that wliich is ascribed to Jehovah. Tims, God 
said, “ let there be light, and there was Hglit." Christ touched 
a leper and said, 1 will ; be thou clean ; and immediately his 
leprosy was cleansed.'* Mat. viif. 3. Hence they argue, that the 
Creator of light, and the healer of the leper, must have been the 
same individual being. But here again, they only afford evidence 
of their bad reasoning. The people who saw our Lord's miracles 
performed, never reasoned thus. The same chapter which re- 
cords tlio cure of the leper, tells us of another miracle still more 
calculated to excite astonisnment. Being asleep, on beard of a 
vessel, he was roused by the cry of the disciples, Lord, save 
us — we perish I And ho saith unto them, why are ye fearful, O 
ye of little faith ? Then he arose and rebuked the* winds and the 
sea ; and there was a great calm.'f This iwas one of the most 
stupendous miracles wrought by our Lord ; and it may well be 
supposed tliat if any thing could create, in those who beheld it, 
the belief of a present Almighty power, it would bo an act like 
this. ' But how did they reason upon it ? Was it in the style of 
modern orthodoxy? They were not so stultified. They only 
“ marvelled, saying, w^iat manner t^MA‘N is tliis, tliat even the 
winds and the sea obey him !’* As to the mere exertion of phy- 
sical power, so far as its display may seem calculated to produce 
a belief^f high supernatural agency, our Lord did not stand alone 
among the prophets of God. If ho commanded the stormy winds 
and waves to be still, Moses cleft the billows of tlie red sea, and 
led the Israelites in triumph through the heart of the ^cep, before 


** Though our modern ■writers do endeavour to prove from the niiracks 
our Saviour did, that he was the same supreme God with tlie Father, yet 
Christ himself doth only use them to prove, that he was sent by the Father, 
and had commission from him to tlolivcr this message to the W01UI3 as is 
evident fro.ni tlicsc words, John v. 36 ; for the works which the Father Iiaih 
given me to linish, the same works that I do, bear witness of me, that the 
Father hath sent me.'*— -Wuiijiy's Last Thoughts, 

f 
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the pursuing host of Pharaoh. If he raised the death so did 
Elisha, so did Peter, and so did Paul. If Christ said to the fig- 
tree, ** Let no fruit grow on thee henceforward, for ever Joshua 
said in tlie sight of Israel, Sun, stand thou still upQn Giheon : 
and thou, Moon, in the valley of Ajalon.” Our Lord declared 
to the Apostles, “ verily, verily, I say unto you, he that beliovetli 
on me, the works that I do, shall he do also ; and greater works 
than these shall he do, because I go unto my father.” John xiv. 12. 
If with seven loaves and a*few little fishes, Christ fed four thousand 
men, besides women and children ; Elisha caused the widow’s 
barrel of meal flot to waste, and her cruise of oil not to fail. If 
Christ mounted the skies in serene majesty till a cloud received 
him out of the sight of tha disciples ; Elijah, with the chariot of 
Israel and the horses of fire, went up by a whirlwind into heaven. 
Our Lord, therefore, did not prove himself to be the Omnipotent 
by the miracles which he wrought, nor was it in the exercise of 
physical power that his superiority to other prophets consisted ; 
but in what was infinitely more important, the moral beauty, 
dignity, and sinless perfection of his character. In this respect 
he stood above them all, unrivalled and alone. In this respect he 
bore the untarnished image of the Invisible God. But he gave 
frequent sufficient indications that he was not God Supreme. He 
was tempted by Satan— ^he hungered— he wept — he prayed. But 
Jehovah cannot be tempted by Satan, since he coukl annihilate 
him by a breath ; he cannot hunger, for he has no corporeal ap- 
petite ; — he cannot weep, for though most compassionate and 
merciful, he is far superior to those sensibilities which characterise 
hqman nature; — neither can he.pray since he Ims no superioiN 
but reigns thc^ Sovereign, undisputed Lord of all. The beloved 
Disciple tells us, \hat Jesus being tvearied with, his journey, sat by 
Jacob’s well, John iv. 6. But hast thou not known, hast thou 
not heard, that the everlasting God, the Lord, the Creator of the 
ends of the earth, faintdth not, neithei*is weary Is. xl. 28, 


SECTION TWELFTH. ^ 

No Proof m Scripiure that Christ was worshipped as the Supreme 

God* 

The advocates of The Tripltdty** affirm, that divine honours 
were paid to Christ, and thence, they iiifh' once more, that Christ 
was the supreme Deity. 

Negatur. We deny that divine honours were ever paid to 
Christ by of his contemporaries upon earth ; nor have all 

those who afm'm it been able to ^establish it by any satisfactory 
proof ; though there is tiq position in divinity, which they have so 
strongly arrayed theii; forces to maintain. To a mere English 
reader who docs not pains to ascertain the exact meaning of 
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wordfi, it may Bppt^nr othenvisp from those passages of the New 
Testament, in which Christ is said to have been tvorshipped. But 
let him pause to enquire into the proper signification of this word, 
and he will find that in all cases, except where it is joined with 
the name of God, it means the act of paying respect, homage, 
obeisance, such as was and still continues in the east, to be paid 
to kings and men of distinction, by those of inferior rank. In 
this sense, ami it is not yet obsolete, tlie words worship'’ and 

worshipful,'^ were formerly used iii i English ; and examples 
could be brought from Coke and Littleton, and other writers 
leanied in the law, to shew, that it means civil homage, terrene 
honor. An instance occurs in the language of' our blessed Saviour 
himself, Luke xiv. 10, “ When thou prt bidden (or invited to a 
feast) go and sit down in the lowest room, that when he that l)ade 
thee cometh, lie may say unto thee : Friend, go up higher ; then 
shalt thou have worship in the presence of them that sit at meat 
with thee.** . 

What is meant by the priest, \vhen in the form of solemnizing 
marriage in the Church of England, he instructs the bridegroom 
to say to the bride, With my body I thee worship 

In Ps. viii. 5, of the Psalter, appointed to be sung or said 
in Churches, we read, to crown him (man) with glory and 

The sanctity apparent in all our Saviotd'^s conduct, and the be* 
nevolent manner in which he exerci^pd the miraculous powers 
which the Father bad given him, excited strong feelings of grati- 
tude, and drew forth the most respectful homage of those whom 
he benefited. But not one of them all ever considered him as 
God, or offered him divine adoration. Not one of^them all, from 
the highest to the lowest, from Nicodemus to the leper, regarded 
him ao more than a prophet ; no, not even when ho was in the 
act of performing the most astonishing miracles. When he fed 
five thousand with five loaves and two fishes, they said, of a truth, 
this is THAT PROPHET that should come into the world. The 
blind man, whose sight was restored, said he is a prophet; 
and Niopdemns, Ilabbi, thou art a teacher come from God, 
for no man can do those miracles which thou doest, except God 
be with him.*’ Even they who knew and acknowledged him ta be 
the Messiah, never said, nor had they ever been taught to believe, 
that he was Israel’s God. This is plain from the isvignage of 
Philip to Nathanael, We have found him, of whom Moses in 
the law, and the prophets did write — Jesus of Nazareth, the son 
of Joseph.” The admiration of the people, excited as it was, by 
his wonderful works, and accompanied with all the warmth of 
eastern feeling, imagination, and gorgeous magnificence of diction, 
never rose to such a height as to give him epithets that belong 
only to Jehovah. It was said of some, that John was risen from 
the dead ; and of some that Elias had appeared, and of others, that 
one of the pfrprophdts was risen again.” Luke ix. 7, 8. When 
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lie msiorerl tv life the widow of Nam s soil; came a fcnr 

on all, and they gionfiad God, saying, that a (the at Fhopiiet ii 
i isen np among U8, and tlmt God hath visited his peopIe»'’ Luke vil. 
10, The latter expression is, hy some sturdy Trinitarians, ap- 
plied to Jesus, with what reason let the i*eader deoide. W hen 
^^acharias, at the birth of tlie infant Baptist, burst into tlie pious 
ejaculation, “ Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, for lie lialli 
risited an<l redeemed his people Luke i. 68. who visited 
then, since thrist was not yet horn? What did^ David mean 
wbon lie asked, “ What is man that thou art inirulful of him ; or 
the son of man that thou visitest him ?” Ps. viii. 4'. Or the 
>Apostle James, w^on ho said, “ Simeon hath declared, liow God 
at the lirst, did visit the Gentiles, to take out of them a people 
for his name?’* Acts xr. 14*. »Tlie original verb is eTrerxBfJ/uT^, 
which sigiiities /le looked upon or regarded. Primate Newcorne 
renders it by the latter word, both in Luke i. 68, and in vii. 16 ; 
and (ivery sciolist in Greek must know that ibis is a more literal 
translation than visited. But the word visit suggesting the idea 
of corporeal manifestation, affords loose thinkers and wordy de- 
claimers, a specious argument in hehalf of a favourite established 
error. But no Jew could ever be guilty of confounding tlie 
(iUEAT PuoPHET with Jcdiovali, nor of entertaining the gross 
and beutbenish idea, that the Almighty ba<l veiled himself in a 
human* form, and wafj come to sojourn among men. Such an 
imagination did not enter the minds of the multitude in the highest 
enthusiasm of,tlicir admiration, even when they conducted Jesus 
into Jerusalem, as they would have conducted one of their kings 
of old, spreading thetr garments and branches of trees in the way, 
preceding and following him wii4i acclamations of triumph. They 
shouted I>jsanna to the Son of David : blessed is he that 
cometl) in the name of the Lord ; Hosanna in-the highest !** Anti 
when he was come into Jeruralem, all tlie city was moved, saying, 

“ who is this?” And what did the multitude reply; that mul- 
titude (qui stupet in titulisy) which delights in high-sounding 
epithets and hyperhoUcal tlescriptions ? They saitf, “ this is 
J<»sus, the prophet of Nazareth of Galilee.” Mat, xxi. 8, 11. 
Nor were their ideas, or their language, more exalted, vv4ien they 
saw him make such a display of his authority *iii purging the 
temple, and healing the lame, and the blind, for the children 
still cont^l^ed to shout, “ Hosanna to the Son of David ! ” — to 
the grtSat displeasure of the high priests and scribes, who were as 
far as the multitude from recognising a present Deity in the per- 
son of our Lord. What ladiniration could not excite on the one 
hand, neither could apprehension on the other. Even the guilty, 
superstitious, conscience* stricken Herod was incapable of so 
monstrous ai> absurdity, For when he heard of the fame of Jesus, 
instead of exclaiming iliat Jehovah had clescended to take ven- 
geance of his crimes, he said, “This is John the Baptist ; he is 
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Hsen from tlie dead ; and thm*ofore iniglity ivorks do slieir fortFi 
diemsolvcs in liiiii.” Mat. xiv. 2, 

There is another personage, whose testimony on the present 
occasion is valuable. It must be esteemed inestimable, indeed, 
by the Calvinists, and others who gift him with omniscience and 
omnipresence. The devil himself did not know Christ to he 
God, though he knew full well that he was the Son of (5od, and, 
in the temptation, addressed him repeatedly by that title. Rut 
this ghostly potentate, with all his knowledge of things invisible — 
with all his skill in logic, and in drawing infere7ues, in which he 
might have foiled the Stagirite himself, did not id/jntify the Son 
with the Father, nor infer ^ that because the Futher was' God su- 
preme, the Son must be God supreme also. The dialectics of 
theology were not so well understood then, even by the devil, as 
they have become since, under the discipline of Athanasius and 
Calvin. He makes a clear distinction between the Father and 
the Son, and says, “ If thou he the Son of God, cast thyself down, 
for It is written, he (God) shall ^ive his angels charge concerning 
thee.” Again, he promised magnificent gifts to Jesus — no les.s 
than the kingdoms of the world and tho glory of them, if he would 
fall down and worship him ; — a proposition, which, with all his 
unparalleled audacity, he could scarcely be suspected of making, 
had he loiowii he was accosting Jehovah. We suppose the fre- 
quently needful device of the two natures will be called for in tliis 
eijttremity; and that we shall he told, it was only in his human 
nature Christ was tempted ! But, tho Archangel ruined** knew 
nothing about the two naturesy that invention being long subse- 
quent ; and he tempted Christ not as the sola of man, but as the 
Son of Gody 

We are told that a leper came and worshipped Cbi^st, Mat. viii. 
2 ; or, fis some quote it, adored. The Unitarian prefers our com- 
mon translation, because adore conveys an erroneons notion to 
Uje English reader, and leacis to a false doctrine. The leper, on 
seeing our ^Saviour, came, and, in the usual oriental mode of 
asking a favour, rendered him homage by crossing his hands on 
his breast, by bowing low, by kneeling, or prostration, and be- 
sought Clvrist to, cleanse him from his disease. But he did not 
j>ay him divine honours. He was not so ill-instructed, nor so 
little of a Jew, as to adore any hut God alone. 

The same species of worship was paid to Elijah : 
diah was in the way, behold, Elijah met him ; and he knew him, 
and fell on his face and said, art Jthou that my Lord Elijah?** 
1“ Kings xviiu 1 ; and to Daniel, “ then the King Nebuchadnezzar 
fell on his face and worshipped Daniel, and commanded that they 
should offor an oblation and sweet odours unto him.” Dan. ii. 46. 

' It was also paid to kings : thus; Nathan the prophet, << when be 
w'as come in before the king, he bowed himself before the king 
with his face to the ground.” 1 Kings, i. 23. In 1 Chron. xxix. 20, 
it is written, /f^at all tlie congregation blessed tho Lord God of 
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llieir Fathers, and Bowed down iImmi* heads and loorshipped the 
Lord and the Their act, as applied to God, was religioiis 

homage — to David, civil obeisance.* 

Joseph was tvorshippcd by his brethren: “Joseph’s brethren 
came and bowed down themselves before him (in the Septuagint : 
(xrabe : Oxon. mdccvii. loorskipped) with their faces to the 
earth.’* Gen, xlii. 6. 

Moses xioof shipped his fathey- in-law.” Exod. xviii. 7. Solomon’s 
bride is admonished, in^Ps. xlv. 11, to her Lord, the king. 

The sheaves of his brethern worshipped Joseph’s sheaf. 

“ Yo»ir shc^ves^ stood round about, and made obeisance to (in 
the Sept, worshipped) my sheaf.” Gen. xxxvii. 7. 

The sun, the moon, and the cloven stars, made obeisance to (in 
the Sept, worshipped) Joseph in his dream. Id. t). 

Origen, who flourtshetl at the beginning of the third cenluiy, 
and who, for talents, learning, and knowledge of ihe Scriptures, 
was distinguished above all his #contemporane8, most clearly as- 
serts, that prayer is to he made to the Father alone, and argues 
strongly and convincingly against addressing it to the Son. Tho 
curious reader may see the suiyect discnssccl at length in the 50th 
and 5 1 St sections of his Treatise on prayer, (irr^i *vA»**»*t) 
also answers the objection of those wjio, as a reason for praying to 
the Son, quote the Sepjiuagiut version of Deuteronomy, xxxii. 43. 
“ Let all the angels ot God worship him.” This text is not iu 
our F^nglish version of Deuteronomy, but may he found in Heb. i. 
6, applied to our Saviour. He says, that the prophet Isaiah in- 
troduces Jehovah adilrcssing Jerusalem or Zion, saying, “ Kings 
utiall he thy nursing fathers, and »their queens thy nursing mothers ; 
they shall worship, or bow down to thee, with tlicir face toward 
the earth (f^ri 7 r*^o:'a 07 rof nts ysj Tr^aerxviiJio-ffU) and lick up the dust 
of thy feet ; and thou shall know that / am the Lord.” Is. x/ix. 2.3. 
He continues, “ How did our Lord reply to him who called him 
good ? ‘ Why callest tfiou me good ? no one is good but one, God 
tijo Father.’ What was his reply, but to say, why pra/est thou to 
me ? It behoves thee to pray to the Faihcr alone, to whom I also 
pray, which you may learn from the Holy Scriptures.” • Is it to 
be supposed, that he who refused a divine title,* would receive 
divine honours ? 

Bishoo §ULL, (ill his discourse concerning the existence and 
iiature-^t^ngels,) says, 

“ It is to be observed, that in the, Clementine Liturgy, (so called,) w hidt 
is by the learned on all liands^ confessed to be very ancient, and to contain 


♦ Sozomen praises a Christian who worshipped the Persian King, as a 
customary honour due to royalty ; but afterwards refused the same species 
of iiomage, wiieii informed tliHt it would be deemed a mark ol aposUcy from 
))is faith, * 

t Oxfqrd Edition, IbSd^ 



#//r oTtlvr of worship observed tn the churches before the (itne of Constiiff^ 
line ; — a// Me prayers are directed to God, in the name of his Son Jesus Christ. 
7 \nd again, “ in the Jirst and best ages, the Churches of Clirist directed all 
their prayers according to the Scriptures, to God only, through the alone' 
mediation of Jesus Christ our Lord.’*^* 

And the learned Dr. Wake, 

“ The Lord’s prayer teaches us, that we should pray to God only, and Co 
him as our Fatlicr, through Jesus Christ..onr Lord.” 

And the honest and candid Dr. Priestley : — 

“ The practice of praying to the Father ^ was long universr*! in tlio Christiaf/ 
Church. The short addresses to Christ, as those imthc Litany, Lord have, 
nwraj on ns Christ have mercy on us f being, comparatively, of late date. 
Jn the Clementine Liturgy, the olde.7t e:iLturit, contained in the Apostolical 
Constitutions, which were, probably, composed about the fourth century, 
there is no trace of any such thing. Such hold has establishud custom on 
the minds of men, that, excepting the Moravians only, wh©sc prayers are 
always addressed to Christ, the general practice of Trinitarians themselves is 
to pray to the Father only.” 

Nolwillistaiulirig, it is contended that our Lord did receive 
such worship as an Apostle refused, and therefore it must be 
understood in a higher sense than customary homage. We are 
told in lOth chap, of Acts, 25, that as “ Peter was coming in^, 
Cornelius met him, and feTl down at his feet and worshipped 
liirn. But Peter took him up, saying, StaVtd up, I myself also am 
a man.” Now let it he remeinhered, tl,iat Cornelius was a Centu- 
rion of the Italian band; a Homan, not a Jew ; d devout man, 
however ; one but recently instructed, perhaps, in the knowledge 
of the Ciod of Israel ; and who, prior to this, had been accustomed 
to w'orship hundreds of deilit's, and to believe tl\at they often 
came down to the earth in human form. Thufs, the people of 
Dystrfs on seeing a miracle wrought by Paul, exclaimed, “ Tlie CJods 
are come down to us in the shape of men 1” They called Barnabas 
Jupiter, and Paul, Mercurf, ami could With difficulty be pre- 
A^ented froip offering sacrifice. Cornelius had a vision, in winch 
an angel appeared to announce the approach, and prepare liim for 
the reception of Peter. Accordingly, when the Apostle drew 
nigh, Cornelius* being predisposed by the vision to encourage a 
delusion, mistook him for a being of superior nature ; Peter saw 
this, and very properly rectified the heathenish mistake, by telling 
him that be was a man like himself. Tlie argument !ofi^t^.^.e(l on 
thiscircunistance falls by its own weakness; but lest any one should 
<!eem it valid, our Lord himself will lend us a demonstration of its 
invalidity. He tells us of a servant who being unable to discharge 
his debt, fell down at his roaster’s feet and worsMp^^ed him. 
Mat. xviii. 26. The master did not reject the worship, and there- 


• This and the folloiviifg paragraph arc quoted from Dr. Clarke*# Scrip, 
ture Doctrine j f the Trinity, p. 435, 3rd. edition, London. ^ 
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foKS ficcortllng* to Trinitarian mode of making clctiv hglrn} 
solutions,” the master veceived divine honours, and ahould be 
adore(t as God ! 

Tills ** solution” is like many of the Rev, Wm. Jones’s, a 
favourite and distinguished champion of the Trinity and of Dr, 
Burgh’s, whose work on that subject is pregnant with false reason- 
ings, and the most hideous distortions of Scripture,* 

If divine worship were to be offered to Christ, is it not marveh. 
Ions that we are not i^\d scf expressly, and in terms about the 
meaning of which there can be no dispute ? With respect to 
the worship of tlie Father, there is no differenco of opinion ; for 
though is one of'»the plainest dictates of reason, it is taught by 
the Scriptures so clearly and so strongly, that no one ventures to 
question its propriety* Another* deity besides God, being pro- 
posed by revelation as an object of worship, it is inconceivable, on 
any principle of common sense, why it is not enjoined in terms 
at least equally clear as those which enjoin prayer to God supreme, 
’riio less obvious any truth, the stronger evidence docs it demand. 
The more obscure an object, the more light should he poured upon 
it to render it distinct. The reverse is the case licre, and that, 
too, in a revelation from the Oml of all wisdom ! Tlie inspired 
volume makes it the iirstand greatest of all its injunctions, to servo 
and worship the Ford God alone ; lAid here is another doctrine, 
which,* if true, woukl *Ae of equal importance ; a doctrine which 
reason never could discover — wliicli is novel, and at variance witli 
tlie first injunetion, and wliich therefore requires ten-fold evidence, 
left in such obscurity that many of the keenest, most candid and 
learned investigators of Scripture truth, have never been able to 
ft|id it ; na\^ deny it altogether as a human fiction ! This is 


* Wakefield gives us tlje following cxaiyplc as an ** exact specimen of the 
curious manner, in which Dr. liurgh and such writers, constantly reason in 
defence of the Trinity. 

Make a cheerful noiae to the God of Jacob, Ps. Ixxxi. 1, Wiialsosver 
things arc of ^ood report, think on these things. Phil, iv. 8. ^ 

The l^salmist exhorts us to make a cheerful noise ; and, Paul recommends 
as a Christian virtue, whatsoever is of good report ; therefore a cheerful 
noise is a Christian virtue, Q, E. D. 

For nj^i s^nse like this, delivered in a strain of the most indecent buf- 
foonei^fjmid accompanied by every symptom of the most profound ij^norance 
of these subjects, was our theologian complimented with the dignity of LI..1). 
as a reward of Ids high deserts, as ft controversialist and a divine, by one of 
the most renowned Universities in Christendom !” 

According to Burgh’s inode of reasoning, David might be proved to be a 
bird, an insect, and an inanimate quadruped ; for he compares himself to a 
pelican, an ov^4, and a sparrow. Ps. cii. 0, 7, and says, that he is a flea, aud|j| 
a dead dog. 1 Sam. xxiv, 14-. 

Burgh’s scheol of theology is by no means extinct. It has still many 
Iiopeful pupils, who wouM certainly not sulier even Burgh to bear away the 
jn^hn, without a desperate s^logistic conflict. * 

Vl'heii Greek m^ts G/cek, tlien conics the tug of war,’* 
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amounts to a demonstration of^tlie absolute iitillify ct 
iT»e doctrine, or of the necessity of ail infallible fliiircb, invested 
with power, not only to decree rites and ceremonies, but to open 
ilie eyes of the blind, to give a clear perception of iuvisibilifieb, 
and work ttnraclcs in every exigency. 

This argument derives considemblo force from the reflection, 
that tbc (jospel was designed for the poor and illiterate, as well 
as for men of education ; and that the doctrines necessary to the 
formation of ibc Christian charactel*, and to eternal salvalion, lie 
on the surface, and arc not to be explored with difficulty through 
the dark profundities of theology. They clepemlmot on the in- 
ferences of metaphysicians or subtle disptders and dialect- 
icians, but may be found in tbc hituinous pages of Scripture 
without note or comment. *No man of pjain understanding, 
unsophicated by articles, and creeds, and confessions of faith, will 
ever find in the Gosjiel that it is his duty to pray to any 
being hut the Father Almighty. We are told in I.uke xi, 
that “one of the disciples said to our Savionr, Lord, teach us lo 
pray, as John also taught liis disciples.” Our Lord, with liis 
wonted ])romptitude, immediately complied with their wish, and 
desired them to say, “ Our Father, which art in heaven.” On other 
occasions also, he told them /low, to whom^ for whaty they should 
pray, and Jor they fihoftld not pray; but he never d<?sired 

them to address a Trinity, nor to accost himself by the appella- 
tion of God the Son. Fie said to the \yoman of Samaria, “ The 
honr coinetb, and now is, when tbc true worshippers shall 
worship.’^ — Whom ? Not God the Son, ^not God the Holy 
Ghost, not a “ holy, blessed, and glorious Trinity, three persons 
and one God but “ The Father, in spirit and in (xutb ; for the 
Father sceketli such to worship Jiini and, as if the Saviour 
meant, to guard against all mistake on a subject so important, lie 
adds, “ God is a Spirit i. e. one Spirit, not three Spirits ; and 
repeats the declaration which be had just made, to give it double 
efficacy — *; they that worship (not them) must worship him 
in spirit and in truth.” John iv. 23, 24, The woman, without ex- 
pressing ^ny opinion on what she had just heard ; but with that 
intuitive acuteaoss of perception by which the female mind is 
often distinguished, probably suspecting that Jesus was theChrist, 
and at the same time commingling with her -suspicions, a little ad- 
dress to discover whether they were well-founded, said7*^''i‘‘,know 
that Messiah cometh, which is called Christ ; when he is come, he 
will tell us all things all things relative to the subject of their 
conversation. Our Lord saw and rewarded her address by in- 
forming her that he was the Messiah, consequently implying, that 
she might have unbounded confidence in the truth of ,>vhat he had 
^said. ' The woman appears to have given him full credence, for 
when she met the men of the city, she said, “ Come and ^ 
man which toj^l me all things that ever 1 did. — Is not this the 
Christ V' Tj^ men ulmf, and having h^rd our Lord discourse, 
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tlieyentered fully into her sentiments, and requested him to so- 
iouin among them. He gratified them hy remaining tvro days, 
during which time “ m&ny more believed because of his own 
rvord, and said unto the woman, Now we believe, not because of 
thy saying; for we have heard him ourselves, and know that this 
is indeed the Christ, the Saviour of the irorld." Bat though they 
had such high veneration for the character of our Lord, and saw 
clearly that he was the long-expected Jiope of Israel, tlieyelid 
not pay him divine honours; aor would it have evinced that they 
were much edified by his conversation, if after being so expressly 
told that the rather is to he worshipped, they had dishonoured his 
instructicins hy ofiepng adoration to himself. 

Our Loid was instant in prayer to “ his Father and our Fa- 
ther, to his God and our God.*^ . But is there any instance of hia 
having preferred a petition to any being but Jehovah ? Or is 
tliere any Evangelical authority for those fearfully solemn adjura - 
tions by which his own name is so frequently invoked ? The Uni- 
tarian cannot find, eitlier from tlu precepts or example of the Sa- 
viour, that any being whatever is to be adored, save God alone. 

If told that he ought to address Christ in prayer, he replies, that 
he has received no such instructions in the Gospel ; for not only 
did Christ never desire that prayer should bo made to him, hut, 
on the contrary, forbade it. “ Ju thgt day^^ viz. in the time of 
his highest exaltation, shall ask me nothmgy' said he. “ Ve- 
rily, verily, 1 say unto you, whatsoever ye shall ask the Father in 
my name, he will give it you,’* John xvi. 23. But here we are 
told that tile first asky in Greek e^^riirTtrs, signifies to ask ques- 
tions — and the second fl5<Tn‘'*iTs to beseech. But the former verb 
occurs in one or another of its tenses, in numerous places of Scrip- 
ture in the aeAse^ of j^ray lug, efdrealiffy, and heseechimj . Luke xiv. 
18. xvi. 27, 1 pray — In John xiv. Ifi. Christ Jiimself says, I will 
pray, No fewer than three times does he use tl.e same 

verb in the same sense^in John xvii. 9, 15, 20. In Philip, iv. 3, 
it is rendered, 1 entreaL Thrice in the two Epistles to the Thes- 
salonians, hesecch, I. iv. 1, v. 12. — IL ii. 1. In 2 John .5. be* 
seechy and in 1 John v. IG, enrw is translated ashy and 
pray. Doddridge is one of those who think that^lhe latter verb 
in John xvi. 23, should be understood as an interrogatory, for no 
very apparent reason, except that if it be rendered prayy it is fatal 
to his (^rxine. Accordingly his paraphrase runs thus, “ When I 
have sent the Comforter, you shall not enquire any thing of me.'* 
But if they were not to en^uire^ much less, a fortiori^ were they to 
pray to him, as is suificiently clear from the context, for he im- 
mediately subjoins by a solemn asseveration, that if they would 
ask, or pray to the Father, in bis name, their prayers would be 
heard. Again, when John fell down to worship the angel. Rev. • 
xxii. See thou do it not,” said lie, “ for I am thy fellow-ser- 
vant, and of thy bre&lireu the prophets, and of them which keep 
the sayings of this book : worship God.” The angel before whom 



88 


Jt»lin fVli down was he wliosaid in the 7th verse, “ Ihdiold [ come 
(juickly” — and in the 9tli, See tliou do it not — wnrshij) (Jod/’ — 
A^ain in the 12th verse, we have the saine words, “ Heiiold I come 
<iuickly.” Was it the same an^el who uttered these vvords, or 
another? The same, as their very repetition indicates ; and iii the 
whole passage there is but one agent who is designated hy the 
j)ronouti hey and no intimation whatever of any change of persons, 
or the introduction of any new interlocutor. The^ «aine |)(*rson 
who says “1 come quickly,’* in thti 7th^and 12th verses, says in 
the 13th, “I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and tlie end, 
the first and the last,’’ — or in other vvords, the first jiorn of the new 
creation, the author and finisher of our faitli,— and in'ilie IGth, 
“ I Jesus Jiave sent mine angel to testify unto you these things in 
the Churches.” It is demonstrated tile'll, that this Jesus was he 
who refused the worship of John, and prohibited all worship 
that is not paid to the Father. But though there should he some 
subterfuge from this conclusion, it cannot be denied, on any ]>re- 
text, that the positive commantl, whether pronounced hy Jesiis 
or an angel is “ woRSiiir God.’^ The Unitarian having the 
fear of God before his eyes, and a just dread of the cursi* ile- 
nouiiced in the 18th verse against *^any man wlio shall add 
unto these things,” dares not add a syllable to tliat com- 
mand, nor join any other frfjject of adoration whatsoever to the 
Holy One of Israel, the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. As for the vvords at the close of the volume, “ Even so, 
come, Lord Jesus, — they are only a [fious ejaculatory wish. 

The Apostles followed the injunction and example of their di- 
vine Master ) they neither prayed to Christ^ themselves, nor did 
they desire the disciples to pray to him. We have several of their 
jirayers in the Acts, addressed to the Father, thq Cleator of hea- 
ven and earth ; and every one must observe a most marked dis- 
tinction in them between God and his holy child Jesus. Great 
stress has been laid on the invocation of S,|:ephcn in his last mo- 
ments, as if it were an infallible rule to which we were conimand- 
i!d to confoVm. But to what does it amount ? The ideas which 
Stephen had formed of our Lord, were not such as would justify 
an act of'adoration, as appears from the account which he himself 
gives of his vision. — Behold I see the lieavens opened, and the 
Son of man standing at the right hand of God,’' — “ And they 
stoneil Stephen, calling upon (God is not in the original)* 3 ynd say- 
ing, Lord .Jesus, receive my spirit.” Nothing could he more 
natural than such an invocation to jhe Saviour whom he saw, or 
)iad just seen. But what example can it be to us, unless we 
should be placed in similar circumstances, and gratified with a si- 
milar vision ? Christ, not Stephen, is the example for us to follow, 
and Christ always prayed to the F’ather. 

The conduct of Stephen has furnished the Socinians with an 
argument for praying to Christ. Hence, of course, the Unitai ian 
disclaims the appellatjo* of Socinian, He does so, moreover, nor 
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be(^au 8 e he tliinkn that (lonominatioii of Christiiins more erro- 
neous than many others in their belief ; nor because he would 
dread to incur the uncharitablo denunciations by which they are 
so commonly anathematized ; but because he thinks* their creed 
iinsoun<i ; and in spiritual things, he calls no one his master, 
^ocinians, though a constant theme of obloquy with those who 
know iiotliing^ of them but the name, and classed with deists 
and infidels, were, rl0t^){ithst2Alding, steady believers in the truth 
ot Christianity, and they have illustrated the Scriptures by 
many works great piety and learning, to which some of the 
most orthodox writers have not disdained to be indebted. TJie 
grand error of their creed was their believing in the simple 
humanity of Christ, nnd*at the %ame time worshipping him as 
a God. This was* certainly a great inconsistency ; an inconsist- 
ency, however, in wliich they were not singular. Some of those 
who vaunt their orthodoxy, and are most forward to malign 
Sociiiians and their creed, wonitl do well to examine their own 
belief, and ascertain whether they may not be guilty of the very 
lieresy which they condemn. Does not a well-known orthodox 
church in its Litany, invoke •Christ thus ? “ liy thine oyony 

and bloody sweat ; by thy cross and passion ; by thy precious 
death and burial ; by thy glorious resHrrcclion and ascension ; and 
by the chming of the ILoly Ghosts Good Lord deliver us'* Will 
some of those who repeatedly join in this invocation, have the 
goodiicss to declare to wlfom it is addressed ? Is it to Christ in 
what they call his divine, or in his human nature, — to God or to 
man ? The Unitariifli feels reluctant to suppose that it is to 
tlw former ; for the agony aifd bloody sweat” of God — the 
“ cross and pifksipn — the death and burial’^ of God, would be 
to him most revolting uleas. There is nothing in popery jnore 
abhorrent frpin tlie simplicity of Gospel truth. The cru- 
cifix alone is wanting to give it full i^ect — If it be to the latter, 
is it not evident that he who employs it, is one with the So- 
cinian, and that both pay their adorations to a deitied man ? 
And, should not this consideration mollify the wrath of tlie 
Aihanasians against their Socinian brethren, and. induce them 
to pause, before they braudish ami burl the hissing red-bot 
thunderbolts of damnation on the heads of their fellow- wor- 

can understand and appreciate the feelings 
which lead men of devout^ininds, to ascribe to the Son all that 
is^ duo to the Father. But there arc errors of excess as well iis 
ot deficiency. Many pious women feel all the ardours of de- 
votion in praying to the Virgin Mary : and seem to tliink that 
they aro more 'likely to obtain the object of tlirir petition from 
the tenderness and compassion of a divinity of their own sex, 
than from either the Father or the Son. Protestants womh^r 
at this, aud condemn the practice, for the *hest of all reasons, 
that it hr^s no Scripture authority. For the same reason, tlu 
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Unitarian objects to all worship that is not paid to the Father; 
and dislikes such phrases ns God the Son, and God the Holy 
Ghost, as much as tlie orthodox Protestant dislikes to hear 
Mary termed the mother of God. Popery is the origin of both. 
And yet the objections of such Protestants as believe Christ to 
be the Deity, to hear Mary called the mother of God are 
certainly very unreasonable. For Mary being his mother, if 
he were God, the obnoxious conclusion is unavoidable ; and 
wherefore should she be refused her title ?* The Roman Catholic 
who calls her the Queen of Heaven and the Mother of God, 
as she was called in the days of Cyril, and decreed to' he in the 
councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon, is consistent. But the 
Chureh-of-£ngland-man who refuses her the latter appellation 
at least, is not only inconsistent, hut a dissenter from one of the 
most lauded bishops of his own church ; even from Bull — the 
great Bull, the Lord Bishop of St. David’s, who wrote in defence 
of the Nicene creed. Nelson tnc biographer of tliis redoubtable 
orthodox bishop, informs us, (page 487) that “ in his Sermon con- 
cerningthe Blessed Virgin, he asserts and vindicates her pe- 
culiar title of the Mother of God ; which was not invented 
by the Fathers of the third general council at Ephesus, con- 
vened against Nestorius, imt approved by them as what be- 
longed to her, since it was the language of Scripture^ and the 
style of the Apostolical age.’’ Another Church-of-England 
divine, but of a very different stamp, says, that ‘‘ some of the 
fathers of the Nicene council would have* had no difficulty to 
give the superiority or precedence to the Virgin Mary, in making 
her the third person of the Trinity.’* j- The council of Ephe- 
sus, A.D. 431, received her as ^ supplement to the Trinity, 
undes the appellation of Theotokos^ Mother of God — Mosbeim 
thinks it an innocent term ; but Ids translator, Dr. M^Cloan, 
truly observes that the uce of such mysterious terms, as have 
no place, in Scripture, is, undoubtedly, pernicious to true 
religioR. 

Some one may ask, are we not commanded to honour the 
Son, even as we honour the Father? Yea, verily, friend. But 
we are now discoursing, not of honour, but of religious worship. 
We are commanded to honour our father and mother, not to wor- 
sliip them; — we are commanded to honour the king,ac^^]lo adore 


* ** Also, James ought to be called the * Brother of God,* but such 
phrases are highly derogatory to the character of the Supreme Author of 
the Universe ; and it is the use of phrases similar to these, which has ren- 
dered the religion of the Hindoos so grossly absurd and contemptible,**— 
Rammohun Roy, p. 2o4. 

f “ This, says the Rev. H. Taylor, Vicar of Portsinouth, the learned au- 
thor of the Letters of Ben Mordccai, (p. 191) wc learn from Elmacinus §• Ba- 
tricides.** Hdttingcr, Hist. Orient, I. ii. p. 227. 
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him; to honour all mou, not to deify them; and to honour the 
Son of (tO(I, not to hail him a^the supremo Jehovah. Wo should 
honour him, inileed, in a, very exalted sense, tor the reason which 
ho has himself assigned — Socauso the Father “ AatA committed all 
judgment unto the Son, that all men should honour the Son 
as they honour the Father**— in the same manner, *not in the 
same degree. Thus, we are enjoined to be merciful, as 
our Father also is merciful. Luke iv. 36. “ He that lionoureth 

not the Son, honoureth not the Father toho hath sent him'* Ho 
tliat would honour the hing, &ust honour his ambassador. We 
honour Christ, not by praying to him, but by listening with re- 
verence to hi» precepts and doctrines ; not by exclamations of 
Lord ! L*ord ! but1>y <loing the will of his heavenly Father. We 
dishonour him by giving him attributes which he disclaimed ; by 
torturing his language, to favour ftreeds of human fabrication ; by 
contradicting his own positive declarations that he was neither 
omnipotent nor omniscient ; and by imputing to him that dupli- 
city of character involved in the doctrine of what is called “ the 
two natures.” 

If prayer to Christ vvere an evangelical duty, we should have 
evangelical instruction for its performance. Those who advocate 
it are challenged to produce a* single text in which the Saviour 
commands prayer to be a<ldresscd to a Trinity, or to himself, 
and to, shew where certain terms ftscriptive of religious hom- 
age to Jehovah, are \;qiially applied to the Son. It has been 
already shewn that ^^o7KV¥t», a verb expressi^ve sometimes of 
divine worship, and sometimes of civil respect, is used in coi>- 
junction with the Sjiviour’s name, as with that of kings and 
pr^hets. But unw, I praise, used in the worship of the Eter- 
naV iQpd, is ijpl applied to Christ : nor Xetrfivm I serve. “ Thou 
shalll^, worship the Lord thy God, and him only shall thou 
se^Te.” XuTpwUf, Let the defenders of Trinitarianisip pro- 
duce a text like tliis for the worship of the Son, and the con- 
test will be at an end. I worship, in the true religious 

sense, is also applied to God, hut not to Christ. ^Thus Mat. 
XV, 9, and Mark, vii. 7. “ In vain do they worship me, 
fu, teaching for doctrines the comiuandments of men.** Paul 
speaking of the corrujitions and idolatries of tlnj Gentiles, says, 
Kpn tXttrfwruf, Rom. i. 95. they worshipped and 
served, or paid religious liomage to the creature more than the 
creato<iv * We find no such expressions connected with the name 
of Christ. Luke also, Acts, xvi. 1 1. says of Lydia the seller 
of purple, that she was one rov 3-wy worshipping (iod — 

and of Justus, c. xviii. 7. cAofitm Toy 3'ior who worshipped Goil ; 
and«v. 13, persuaded men to worship God ; and again, 

Acts, xix. ?7, where D^emetrius speaks of Diana, whom all 
Asia and the world word|||. d •tKUfim viCiTio. Mark what a dis- 
tinction the Apostle n^^s (Philip, iii* 3.) between God and 
Christ ; and the worship due to the one, and the joy inspired 
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by a 5M^n»e of tho blossinga conroyecF by the otber ; Wo are 
flio oireiimcision, says lie, wbicli worship Goil in spirit, and 
ri)oicc in Christ Jesus,’* iznvptiTt €>m ^^ecrptfpyrsr, ftui ic<ev- 
iv XpTTOf, When Peter and John wer;e suft’ering per- 
secution from the Jews, they addressed tlieir prayers not to 
Christ but to God — and clearly marked in what light they con- 
templated Christ, when they prayed “ that signs and wonders 
may be done by the name of thy holy child (servant) Jesus.** 
ttyiH Uett^H servi tui, Grotfus. 

To quit verbal criticism; this part df the subject shall bo 
concluded by one general argument, to which the candid reader 
is requested to give particular attention. It will be {idmitted 
that no people, on the face of the earth, were '^ever more tenaci- 
oua than the Jews, of their religious prhiciples ; or more jealous 
of any infringement on the honour ancl worship due to Jehovah. 
A belief in one God was the grand discriminating feature of 
their religion. They considered the God of Israel as peculiarly 
their own, and looked with ine^ble contempt and abhorrence 
on every species of strange worship ; insomuch, that after their 
return from the Habylouish captivity, we never hear of their 
relapsing into idolatry. Now, let the following questions he 
fairly answered. — Wherefore did the Jews never accuse either 
Christ or his Apostles, of introducing any species, or any object, 
of worship to which they had not been accustomed? Wero they, 
with all their national prepossessions; their boasted patriarchal 
covenants ; their special interests with heaven ; their command- 
ments written by the finger of God, and sanctioned by so many 
threats and promises ; tlieir positive laws directed against all 
idolatry, and guarded not only by the sword of the legislature, 
but by the interests of a vigilant, vindictive, aid intolerant 
priesthood; were they, after all, less regardful of the jmrityof 
tlieir worship, than the idolatrous Athenians who put ISocrates 
to death, on the pretext that he had corrupted their religion ? 
Why did they not bring forward a similar charge against Christ, 
and accuse h:m of Itaving advanced the unheard-of claim to the 
second place in the Godhead, and demanded the same adoration 
as the Father? This would have been a glorious accusation for 
the priests. It V^ould have sacrificed their victim, and preserved 
their popularity: and, it cannot be doubted that if they had 
found, either in the words or actions of our Lord, th^ smallest 
point on which they could rest such a charge, they woiiM have 
seized it with malignant avidity. But that was an invention of 
which, with all their iniquity, they were guiltless. No suspicion 
of it ever glanced across their minds. For though the Saviour 
taughi them more just notions than they had entertaiftd of the 
benignant and paternal character of God, it was the God of 
their fathers whom they jointly worstiipped — and in all their 
accusations of blasphemy, they never' said that he clidmed a 
right to be iKlored. hare already seen that the high priest 



adjured him to declare, not whether he had assumed the cha-f 
racter of deity, but ^vhether he were the Christ ; and when he 
was brought before Pilate, by the elders, the chief priests and" 
tlie scribes, of what did they accuse him ? We found this 
low, said they, perverting the nation. — ^Lukc, xxiii, 2. What 
kind of perversion did they mean ? Politick or religious ? 
The former decidedly: to the latter tliey did not even allude. 
Nor did they, nor could they allege, though it would have 
served their purpose well, th^it any body of men, or any indi- 
vidual of all the thousalids who had congregated to hear him, 
ever paid him divine honours. They dared not to allirm that 
he attempted so seduce them from the worship of the God of 
their fathers. Fo? when the multitude saw the dumb to speak, 
the maimed to be wliolp, the l^me to walk, and the blind to 
see ; they glorified/ not the agent by whom these wonders were 
wrought, but '' the God of Israel,” who had imparted such 
power to work them. — Mat. xv. 31. When he cured the sick 
of the palsy, the people ** maryelled, and glorified God, who 
had given such power imto men;'* Mat. ix. 8. 

that is, according to the Hebrew idiom, to a man. During 
the whole scene of his trial tuid crucifixion, he was never once 
accused of having cither claimed or received adoration. When 
he hung upon the cross, and the mob, the soldiers, the priests, 
and tliQ thieves, or one of the thieves at least, seemed to con- 
tend wdth each other, who should revile him most, they never 
touched upon this topic. , One of the groupes said, ** if thou 
be the Son of God, come dowm from the cross. He trusted in 
God, let him deliver Jiim if he will have him, for he said I am 
the Son of God.” But amidst,all their revilings and derisions, 
they never ccy^founded his claim to the title of the Son of God 
wdth that of Gttd himself; nor charged him with the impiety 
of usurping divine honours ; for the plain reason tliat h« had 
never afibrded them the slightest pretext for such an accusation ; 
nor did they dream of 'any one in human shape making such 
extravagant pretensions ; and if they had, our Lordif exclama- 
tion, ** MY GOD, my God, wdiy hast thou forsaken me,” would 
have dispelled the delusion, • 

Once more — Why were the Apostles in all their bitter perse- 
cutions and trials before the grand council of the Jews, never 
in any one instance, accused of introducing strange worship ? 
Stephen was arraigned for speaking blasphemous words against 
Moses, against God, the temple and the law, and of saying that 
Jesus of Nazareth would . destt’oy their city, and change tlia 
customs or institutions wdiich Moses delivered unto them.-^ 
Acts/ vi. But he was not taxed with any attempt to in- 
troduce a new deity. The ritual of the Jews might be changed, 
but the object of their worship was eternally the same. The 
Apostle Paul, after his conversion, declares. Acts, xxiv. 14. 
that he worshipped the God of his fathers — I thank (Jod,’* 
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(says he, 2 Tim. i. 3.) "Mvhom I serve, Xarfivif) from my 
forefathers.” lie sojourned at Ephesus for llireo yoms, and dur- 
ing that time, ** shunned not to dechil’e the luhole counsel of 
God” — but we are nowhere informed that he ever taught the 
Trinitarian *• doctrine. The Jews accused him of beiim a pesti- 
lent fellow, a mover of sedition, and a ringleader of the Naza- 
rencs — but they could not tax him with the more heinous 
o/Tence of making a dcitv of Christ. They formed a conspi- 
lacy to assassinate him; but they*' did not charge him with an 
attempt to turn the people to idolatry. Both in his preaching 
and his writings he most strictly mainfains the divine unity. 

There is none other God but one. For tlioiigh' ther^ he that 
are called Gods, whether in heaven or in earth, (as there be 
Gods many, jind Lords many,)» but to us, (Cliristians) there is 
but 6WC Ood, the Father; * * * and one Lord, .lesus Christ.” 

I Cor. viii. 4, 5, 6. And again — There is one God, and one 
mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus.” — 1 Tim. 
ii. 5. The adoration of Christ*, like the doctrine of the 'Frinity, 
is founded neither on Scripture, nor on reason and common 
sense, but on tradition and the infallible church. 


XsECTIOK THIRTEENTH. 


The Trinity a human invention — a ^yf^tery^ and therefore no 
subject of Christian belief 

After quoting a long series gf texts, which carry no proof of 
the doctrine he advocates, to such as understamj, them right, 
Mr. Pope comes to the conclusion that the TRINITY IS A 
MYSTERY. In this conclusion he has the felicity of agreeing 
with all who have espoused his side of the question. One of 
the fiUhers terms it a tremendous doctrine,”* and never was 
any appellation more appropri.atc. It originated in darkness, 
has been propagated by terror, and upheld by the sword. The 
term Trinity was not known in the Christian Church for nearly 
200 years, and when it was first used by Theophilus, a convert 
of Antioch, it was in a sense very difierent from that which it 
afterwards assumed. The fathers of the first centuries, 

and consequently all the ancient Cliristian pcopIeTbr IXK) years 
P. C. till the Council of Nice, were generally Unitarians.f This 
may be learned from the testimony even of the most decided 


• “ The tremendous Deity,** says Dr. Waterland, is all . over myste- 
rious.** Surely this must be meant of some heathen deity; not of him 
whom the Scriptures have revealed to us as our Father, and whose tender 
mercies are over all his works, 

f Priestley, ^ 
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Tiiniiarian authors.. Bishop Bull says, that “almost all Bic 
Catholic writers before Arius’s tunc, seem not ia kaee knotm any 
ihbiq of the iflvisibUlty and immensity of the Son of God, and 
they often speak of him in such a manner as if, even in res- 
pect of his divine nature, he was finite, visible, and circum- 
scribed.”* And again, the Catholic writers, both they that were 
before, and they that were after the Council of Nice, have 
unanimousty •declared God the Father to be greater than the 
Son; even according to his divinity. 

y Whiston, after a minute examination of the AiUeniccne 
evidences^ afli.uns; 


“ That the Son was »ot an undcrived, unoriginated independent, and in 
that sense, an eternal Being, but truly d^^rived from and produced or begotten 
by tlie bather, is the unanimous voice of all Christian antifjuity, both in 
and after the apostolical age ; and is not directly denied by any Athanasian 
nt this day. Now, how a confessedly derived, produced and begotten Being, 
and only begotten Son, should be really co-eternal with his underived, un- 
begotten and necessarily existing author, producer, and Father, I cannot 
possibly understand. 

Mosheim also observes, '' that the doctrine of the three per . 
sons in the Godhead, during the three first centuries, had happily 
escaped the vain curiosity of Iniman researches, and had been 
left undefined and undetermined by sfny particular set of ideas.” 
I And '' Juricu, whose !ieal against heresy,” says Jortin, is well 
I known, assures us that the fundamental articles of Christianity 


* Ben Mordecai. Desf. Fid. Nic. § I. c. lii. Bulli. Quippe, cxipsorum 
(vys priinacvorum Doctorum) senten^a, Dcus Pater nemiue un(|uam, no 
per as.sumptas ^ocic3, visus est, aut vidcri potest. A nullo illc ortus prin- 
cipio, nulli subjecths cst: neque raagis ah alio missus, quam ab alio natus 
dici potest. Contra, filius Dei, qua ex Deo Patre iiatus, co certc nomine 
Patri sm?n omnem auctoritatem acceptam refert. 

Bulli opera : Scctio, iv^ c. iii, § 4, p. ^68. 

The same author makes tlie following concession to Socinus, almost at 
the very beginning of his work. “ Cum dicit vetcres uinn#s, usque ad 
concilium Nicaenuin, credidissc, Patrem sOlum Jesu Christi esse unum ilium 
verum Denm ; si de Patris prierogativa, qua ipse solus a seipso jj^eus verus 
cst, intelligatur ; verissimum esse illud fatemnrr* Id. p. §4. 

f Idem, Cap. ii. Thesis secunda. The translation is by Nelson, the 
bishop's biographer, who also states that he hath learnedly and solidly con. 
futed the ynr*»sonable and iincatholic notion of the moderns, wliicli inakoth 
the Son a self-dependent principle of divinity (and by consequence another 
God,) by asserting and defending, that he miglit proj^rly be called 
as well as the Father is, and that lie is truly God of himself, and not God 
of God, as the Niccnc fathers confess him. 'I'liis opinion (mabk reader 
MARX^!) was iSrst of all started by Calvin against the judgment of the Ca- 
tholic Church to this very day, and even of tlie lirst reformers, Luther and 
Mclancthon, as’Petavius and our Author have sufficiently shewn.”— Bull’s 
Life, p. 317. 

I Whiston’s Letter to the Earl ot Nottingham, concerning the eternity of 
the Son of God and of the Holy Spirlt^pp. 27, 28. 

I 




96 


/(viz: of his Chnstiaiiity ) were not undei. stood by the Fathers 
I of the three first centuries; thfit the* -true system began to be 
I modelled into some shape by the Nicene bishops, and was im- 
i mensely fijwrotW and hemttified by the following synods and 
\councils.” llie learned tlieologian should have completed the 
climax by saying that the Apostles wTre ignorant of Christianity, 
which they certainly were, if Christianity consists cither in the 
inexplicable dogmas of succeeding; councils, or the sanctimonious 
jargon of certain advocates of ''peailiar doctrines” at the 
present day, which are as repugnant to the word of God, 
as they are insulting to common sense. At length came the 
struggle between Arius and Athanasius, ♦he one loaded with 
eveiy epithet of abuse which ap intolgrant and triumphant fac- 
tion could invent ; the other a falsifier, a fot'ger, and the autltor 
of a new system of divinity, whose language, at least, and prac- 
tices, if not notions, wxue certainly unknown to the early ages 
of Christianity.* Their rival claims were discussed by the 
Council of Nice, A.D. 325. and the stronger and more nu- 
merous party, of course, prevailed. But even that celebrated 
Council left its iinhallow-ed w^ork incomplete. We have the 
orthodox testimony of J urieii for alFirming that ** the mystery 
remained without its right form or shape until the Council of 
Constantinople ;f and tiiis in tw^o points, the temporal genera- 
Hon of the second person, and his inequality ; both wdiich w ere 
unanimously professed by all the ancients of the three first 
ages.” Petavius, as quoted by Whiston, alleges that the very 
first Synod which expressly decreed that the Holy Spirit should 
be esteemed God, was that of Alexandria, where Athanasius 
was President, A.D. 363. After various defeats and suec sses, 
^Athanasianism became finally triumphant, and elected its thrones 
and its tripods on the ruins of gospel truth. The Saviour had 
declared that his kingdom is not of this world, but Athanasian- 
ism formed an indissoluble! alliance with' the potentates of the 
earth, laid^thc cross of Christ beneath the footstool of imperial 
pow'er, and found that the arm of flesh and the sword of steel 
w^ould serve its cause more eflectually than “ the sword of the 
spirit, wliichis4,he word of God.” Hjiving obtained dominion 
on eai'th, it boldly laid claim to supreme authority in heaven 
and hell, and pretended to be in possession of the keys of both. 
Belief in its dogmas, w as made the passport to the one; awd disbe- 
lief doomed to the irremediable everlasting torments of the other. 
The ** tremendous doctrine” w as* fortified by all the strength 
of the civil and ecclesiastical powers ; by all the hopes and 


^ • Whiston ’s Preface, p. 98. 

f “ A council of gladiators held in an ampillieatie, would hv as venciable 
as that of the Con&tantinojpolitan Fathers, if Gregory Naziaiizcn may be 
believed.**— '.ioiii'ijc, • 

Kt 
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feai^ whicll *a*e created and fostered by pride, ambition, ava- 
rice and siibrnission to human authority. Tradition 

interposed ‘Ohield to guard it against every sh^t from tlie 
<jttivGr of divine truth ; common sense lay crushed under the 
hoof of superstition ; and if reason presumed to mutter, she 
’ was awed into silence by the clank of chains and the crackling 
, of faggots. 

^ Mr. Pope having p/:kno\fledged tliat the divinity (meaning 
the deity ) of Christ is a mystery, proceeds to defend it, by ask- 
ing, Is it therefote to be renounced f The union of soul and 
hwly i& a do we therefore disbelieve it ? The growth 

of the humblest Wade of grass is inexplicable — shall wc there- 
fore withhold OUT assent* from it*?” From what ? 


Such is a speciihen of Mr. Pope's reasoning powers, and of 
the mode frequently adopted to end embarrassing inquiries, and 
establish tremendous doctrines.” Better to let them rest un- 
disturbed on the basis of tradition, than try to support them 
by such reasons as these. An argument is drawn from our 
ignorance of one subject, to enforce our adoption of some ab- 
surd opinion on another. Because my limited faculties are 
unable to form any adequate idea of the divine nature which is 
incomprehensible ; I am told to embrace notions concerning it 
from which my iindenstanding revolts. If I persist in starting 
unanswerable objectioiivS, I am desired to prostmte my under- 
standing,” and told that t should not question but believe ; that 
the subject is mysterious ; that we must give credence to many 
things equally lieyoAd our comprehension, and that it is the part 
of infidelity alone to doubt tAem. Such a minatory process 
has often se#ved the purpose intended. It may repress a vexa- 
tious curiosity, * and impose silence on children; but it will not 
satisfy a fearless searcher after tiiith, who wishes to build his 
faith on a solid foundation ; nor prevent those who have taken 
the Apostle’s advice, in understanding to be ^en,” from 
boldly pursuing their inquiries. A. mystery is a secret thing, 
and secret things belong unto the Lord our God ; \|ut those 
things which are revealed, belong unto us and, to our children 
for ever, that wc may do all the words of this law. — Dent. xxix. 
^D.-^Rey^l^tion and piy&tery are cojit^adictoyy . terms. Behold, 
says fne Ajpostle, I shew you a mystery ; — he did so, and it 
was a mystery no longer ; the secret was revealed. — I believe in 
revelation ; of mystery I foriq no opinion, for what can I think 
of what has not been unfolded ? I cannot believe what I do 
not understand. I can no more adopt an article of faith be- 
cause it is a mystery, than because it is impossible. Creih quia 
impossibile was once deemed the most sublime ciFort of faith. 
It may be so still, hut I have no capacity to admit it. 

Mystery is a being of magical powcu- in theology, a recon- 
ciler of absurdities, and the inseparable* companion of priest- 
craft, fanaticism, and superstition. She would willingly be vc- 
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ccivcd as a closcendant of tlic skies ; but’ in features, dressy 
manners, and language, she betrays nolore of origin from 
below. Tlierc is no s}>ark of heaven in lier eye. ^»hc wants the 
eloudless hrbw, and the voice of celestial music. Her mantle is^ 
a path and slie wears an amulet of dead men s bones. — Tnith,. 
the real daughter of heaven, delights to walk abroad in the full 
blaze of day — but mystery " loves darkness better than light,- 
because her deeds are evil," She creeps into her * labyrinths of 
woods and caves to mutter her spells, and pore over her hier- 
j while reason is reading the attributes of God in the 
volume of nature, in the starry letters of the firmament, and 
the luminous page of inspiration. Mystery^detests such words 
as reason and common sense, and calls 'them carnal and nnehns- 
tian. She deems it presumptuous to utter* them along with 
her '' peculiar doctrines,” which are a tissue of paradoxes, con« 
tradictions, and impossibilities — and gladly would she exclude 
them by an index expur^atoniis from all pious vocabularies. 
Over the weak, the ignorant, and all whom the prejudices of 
custom and education have subjected to her controul, she ex- 
ercises a tyrannical domination. But men who know and dare 
to assert their rights, will neither be silenced nor spell-bound 
by her terrors. They bun.l into the unhallowed circle which 
she draws around her, and with the to'^ch of reason »aiKl of 
gospel truth, dis|>cl the mists in which she is shrouded, and cx- 
l)ose her impositions to the scorn they merit. 

Was not M YSTERY the name inscribed on the forehead ol 
the woman in the Revelationfc — who was arrayed in purple and 
scarlet, and drunk with the nlood of the saints, and with the 
blood jof the martyrs of Jesus 


- « « is surprising that tnankiiicl slioulci suffer themselves to be mocked, 
ahttsed, and insulted, by certain i\*alcrs in hard vords, who, when they arc 
driven, by rjxen of spirit, out of every other fort, retire to the impregnable 
one of Mystkhy, where they thipk themselves secure, and impudently defy 
all the attacks of human understanding and common sense. Like the phi- 
losophers' of old, who when they w’crc puzzled to account for any phenomeno» 
in nature, resolve'tl it easily by the convenient term of occucx quality.** 

An attempt to explain the words Ileason, Substance, Person, p. 208, by 
a Presbyter of the Church of England. 

The able work from which this passage is extracted, was'* .vrlj.ten by the 
Rev. Dr. Wm. Robertson, born in Dublin, 1 705. I.ike Lindsey, he 
resigned his living in the church est^iblislied by law ; preferring poverty 
and a pure conscience, to the loss of his* Christian liberty — and to the 
hope of advancement in the church, which hope, his learning, piety, and 
the friendship of iVimale Stone, and of Dr. Kobinson, J-iord Bishop of 
Fern'4, might have justly oneouraged him to indulge. When he wailed 
on his patron, under scruples, he M^a*. told, ‘‘ you arc a madman ; you do 
not know the world.** True. But he had some of that wisdom which 
passelh the understanding of worldlings ; and might say with Paul, that 
he was 'determined not to know any thing among you, save Jesus Christ 
ayud him cnu ilied.” For a farther interesting account of this voluntary 
.lis^lyr,*’ ^ec iiclslunn’s Life (»f Lindsey. 
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Mr- Pope seems not jto have considered that ihtae van be any 
difference bcUveen a physical fact, and a tlicologieal mystery. 

I cannot tell how sonl and body are united ; but lliat they art) 
united, every creature possessing a rational soul, intuitively knows. 
How they are united is another question. The growth of a blade 
of grass is inexplicable. Most true. That it does grow, however, 
no one doubts. How it grow's, none pretends to explain. I'iiat 
there is a principle in nature called gravitation, T l)e]iev(‘, bi eanse 
its ojrerations are constantly and every where visible. How il 
«icts, I no ino^c venture even to guess, than to t(‘ll in u hat manner 
the cllect is prodiuied by its cause. But what has all this to d(» 
with the question nnder consideration ? Ohserve, 1 deny the 
Trinity — not bc<;ause it'is a mystery, hut because it. doOs iu»t 
exist. I deny it — -hot because 1 cannot coin]>reh('nd it, hut lu - 
cause the Scri])turcs have not revealed it; and so f:\r as both 
reason and Scripture are concerned, it is a contT-adiction, an 
impossibility, and rank uoysenso.* Gravity and vc‘velu(it»u eaenot 
mysteries — it is only their 7nofh4s operandi that is niysteiioiis. 
Prove -that tlierc is a trinity of persons in tin* Godluaid, and it 
will not he disniUod on aecoitnt of its being iiiva»lv(‘d in mys- 
iery. I demana evidence of f/n* /he/. Before W(‘ lose lalx'uv in 
invesligaUng the laws of a phenom'^non, we should lx* well as- 
sured tkat it is a realky, and not an imagination. When the 
•existence of a chinmra is demomslrated, it will l>e time enough to 
consider its mqdeof existehee. 1 repeal il llu n, prove the fuct ; 
shew either from Scripture or from reason, that there are tlnec 
persons in the Deity that three arc one, and one three, and J. 
shall no more insist on being informed how such a paradox can 
be true, tlianxto know by what secret indiumcc the grass is made 
to spring, or the planets to gravitate. I shall rest contented with 
a knowledge of the fact, wlicn it is demonstrated ; hut, my igno- 
rance of tlic means employed by native in conducting lier openi- 
iions, shall never lead me to emhmce a theological ah.^irdity. 

It was said long since, l>y one who.Tvas as wise, at least, as any 
of our modern controversialists, “ Thou knowest not wliat is the 
way of the spirit, nor how the bones do glow in tkc womb o( her 
that is with child.” Eccles. xi. 0. But he did not make our 
ignorance of the raauiier in which a common physical phenomcuuu 
is conducted^ an argument for the presuinj)ti(m of pretending to 
know what the Almighty has concealed, hut simply an irrefragable 
proof that wc know not the woi:ks of God, which maketh all ; — 
be had no idea of making liis observation the basis of a Ircineu- 
dous doctrine.” 

There is no text in all Scripture half so strong in favour of the 
, Trinity, as the words. This is my body fnul some other ex- 
pressions iu the gospel of John, aio in favour of tlio real presence” 
of Christ in the Eucharist. Yet, Mr. Pope, it is presumed, 
rejects the doctrine of Iran substantiation, *beeause ho deems it 
contrary ^o those principles of reason and common scnscj wdiicli 
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are so powerful in beliali of Unitarian ism. But wherefore not 
adopt it, since it is taught in language so clear and .unambiguous 

Verily, verily, I say unto you, except ye eat the flesh of the 
son of man,''and drink his blood, ye have no life in you.” John vi. 
63. Mr. Pope shrinks with abhorrence from tlie literal interpre- 
tation of these words, “ to avoid the idea of cannibalism being a 
tenet of Christianity,”* and adduces arguments against it from 
tJiat very reason, which so many^vilify^ as carnal, whenever it 
speaks against any favourite tenet. Mr. Maguire will, of course, 
think him as obstinately prejudiced, and as wilfully blind to the 
truth, as Mr. Pope thinks the Socinian, for n^ adopting diis inter- 
pretation of the passages which he quotes in i^vour of the Trinity. 
Strange perversity ! may he exclaim. ‘Here is a great advocate 
of the free use of Scripture, who refuses his assent to its plainest 
dictates ; one who, being alike ignorant how body and soul are 
united, and how a blade of grass springs, dares, notwithstanding, 
to controvert a doctrine, which the old, long-established mother- 
church has deemed essential to salvation ; and all, forsooth, be- 
cause it is beyond comprehension and irrcconcileable to. reason ! 
Docs he not know that it is a mystery ? — a mystery too, much 
less profound than that of the (h'ce in one ; and which may be 
supported by Scriptural arguments, far more analogical than those 
derived from our ignorance of physical* secrets in support of 
Trinitarianism. What greater dilUculty in supposing bread to be 
converted into real flesh and blood, than water into wine, at the 
marriage-feast of Cana in Galilee ? 

This, however, may be a point in which no great difference 
subsists between Mr. Pope and Mr. INlagiiirc. The catechism 
which the former has been taught, most assuredly ixpr£sses itself 
as strongly in favour of transubstaiitiation, as any tiling in the 
mass-book, when it affirms that the faitliful do verily and indeed 
take the body and blood of Christ in the Eucharist. But tran- 
substantiation, though a fine-sounding word, was. rejected by 
Liuher, art'd consubstantiation substituted in its place. What is 
the real and essential difference ? llie former doctrine is rejected 
with hoiror by the Church of England Episcopalians ; and what 
can wc thence Infer, but tliat the catechism expresses one thing, 
and that they are taught another ? Would it not be wise to re- 
form the language of the catechism, and make it, if .possible, de- 
clare what is the real belief of tlic church, on so important a 
subject ? 

It seems strange and paradoxical, that those who are so ready 
to adduce arguments from men’s ignorance, should assume siicii 
superiority of kno^vledge and discernment, in speaking of doc- 
trines avowedly inexplicable and incomprehensible. Strange, 
that he who cannot teU by what imperceptible ties his body and 

llammoliun Roy’s Final Appeal, p. 3^, 
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soul are united, shall yet speak, with perfect confidence, of the 
union of two natun*s in Christ, a subject of which the Scriptures 
say nothing ! That he who knows not the essence of his own 
mind shall, notwithstanding, dogmatize about coiisuhstantialitics 
in the Godhead, and its composition of persons, contrary to the 
clearest deductions of reason, and die plainest declarations of 
Scripture that God is one ! Strangest of till, that he should, with 
perfect complacency, solemnly declare, in his religious services, 
that whosoever does nyt beXeve his inexplicable creed, must 
perish everlastingly ! 

Mr. Pope accuses Unitarians of reasoning from a priori spe- 
culations on tlie c]^racter of the Deity. How justly might it 
be retorted on Mr. Vope, that he forms his ideas of God from 
creeds and theological systems, nvhich arc founded neither oil 
reason nor ScriptuJte ; nay, that are contrary to all that the bles- 
sed Saviour has taught us of his paternal, gracious, and benigi- 
iiant nature ? 

The Unitarian cannot believe that any revelation from heaven 
contradicts reason and common sense. It is from the exercise 
of reason, in the first place, that he admits the truth of revelation 
at all ; and this being once swlmittod, he adopts from it those 
doctrines which it clearly teaches. He iuteiyrcts its language by 
the aid of the understanding whick God has given him ; re- 
ceives with gratitude aad cheerfulness all the discoveries which it 
makes of the divine perfections, of the way to felicity, and the life 
to come. Ilc^rc-joiccs to find its doctrines accord so much with 
the dictates of reason, though far beyond her otvn unassisted 
efforts to discover. 13 ut, if any tenet be proposed for his adop- 
tion, which contradicts all those »natural principles of thought and 
j udgment wl^ich God has bestowed, he must pause. The inspira- 
tion of the Almighty gives undemtanding as well as revelation, to 
man. Both are his gifts ; and the one is not intended to kiper- 
sede, but to enlighten^ direct, and aid the exercise of the other. 
** Nnnquam aliud natura, aliud sapientia dicU,'* is a good maxim 
in theology, as well as in other subjects. To the Unitarian the 
Scriptures appear in perfect harmony with all the conclusions of 
reason on religious topics ; and to imagine otherwise, wTiuld he a 
reflection on the wisdom of the Creator. When) therefore, any 
article of faith is proposed for his adoption, irreconcilcablc to 
reason, he c^^ntends, that it has not Scripture for its basis. He 
admits that its incomprehensibility may he no just ground of re- 
jection ; but its self-contradiction, or opposition to some demon- 
strable tenet of true religion, inay. Though an angel were to 
preach the doctrine of three in one, the Unitarian could not — 
durst not receive it, till such angel produced his commission from 
heaven — conflraned its truth by miracles-— and so proved that he 
was authorised to abrogate the first commandment given by 
Moses, and corroborated by the Son of God himself, who came 
not to destroy, but to ftJiiL’* \ 
f "A 
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SECTION FOURTEENTir. 


Generat Reasons for Rejecting the Doctrine of the Trinitg. 


The Unitarian rejects the doctrine of the trinity, 
not because it is beyond, but because it contradictory to reason, 
as much as traiisubstantiation. The Anostle Paul tells us (Rom. i. 
20,) That the invisible things of Goii from the / reation of ihe 
world; even his eternal power and Godhea/A, are cledVly seen, 
being understood by the things that are mad^i. But the i‘xi*;;t(‘nee 
of three persons in one God u'as neveV clearly, nor even dimly 
seen in any of the works of creation. They all exhibit pioofs tliat 
the supreme omni])otent contriver and fabricator is one. 

The Unitarian rejects the doctrine of tlie T’rinity, because' 
as Priestley has justly observed*’ There is no lact in nature, noi 
any one purpose in morals, which arc the olycct and end of all 
religion, that requires it.” He rejects it, because it subverts the 
fundamental principle of revealed, *as well as of natural religion. 
** Hear, O Israel, tlie liord our (ilod is one T^ord,” a truth con- 
firmed by the blessed Saviony, who, w'hcn solicited by the Tem])ter 
to worship him, replied, Thou shalt wordbip the liord tliy (iod, 
and HIM ONLY shalt thou serve.” In vain do the advocates of 
the Trinity contend, that the unity of design apparent in the 
creation, argues unity oi' counsel and not of cause'. l1iis is a sophism 
and a salvo for a plurality of persons in the Godhead, unworthy 
even of Paley, whose words are ie-c'c*ho(‘d by shallow critics, and 
whose principles, however closely tliey ** symhojizt*” with those 
of orthodoxy, aie not always consonant to gospel integrity and 
truth.’ Paley should have learned better of the honest Unitarian 
Lardner, to whom his “ Evidences” arc so much indebted ; and 
in a chapter on the Divine t/nity, he ought not to have introduced 
an observaC^ion calculated to mislead the unreflecting, without 
giving it a proper explanation. But to aim a blow at natural re- 
ligion, sfrcms preferable with many to the admission of a principle 
by which the doctrine of the Trinity must be overturned. Paley ’s 
observation is exactly such as would become a heathen, anxious 
to open the gates of heaven for the re-admission of mytholo- 
gical councils of the Dii majores et viinores ; though even a 
heathen might be brought to allow there is one supreme, (he 
Father of gods and men. Now lor the argument : — the author 
aflirms, that the unity of design apparent in the creation, declares 
the unity of the great first cause; nay, that the unity of all such 
designs, whether it be our own solar system, or any other in the 
expanse of the universe, which could be formed only by omnipo- 
tence, leads to the same conclusion. There may be millions of 
subordiiiate causes, bjit all must be under the controul of* one 
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directing mind, to which none can be equal, and from which all 
power must be derived. JPor suppose, with the Manichican» of 
old, and with such semi-Christians as invest the devil with the 
attributes of Deity, that there are two omnipotent beings, the one 
good, and the otlior evil ; each might exhibit proofs of almighty 
power — the one in creating, the other in destroying; but we 
should behold no beauty and harmony, under the government of 
two such rival * potentates. Suppose both of them, however, to 
be as good and Avise as they are powerful, might they not act in 
perfect concert, and exhibit in thtar works all the order Avhich wc 
admire in the world around us ? Granted. But is it not plain, 
even to a demonstru^on, that if one of two beings has as much 
poAver as the other, neither of them is omnipotent? The sum 
total of poAver is diyided betAveen'^them; — each is deficient by a 
half, and being so deficient cannot be the great first cause of all. 
The great first cause can have no rival — no equal — no counsellor. 

With whom took he counsel P '' the Prophet Isaiah, as if 
indignant at the thoughts of that plurality of persons, Avhich it is 
the misfortune of so many to hear advocat(*d in place of the plain 
Scriptural truth, that God is one. ** Who hath stood in the 
counsel of the Lord?” asks Jeremiah, xxiii. 18. — Who,” re- 
iterates Paul, ‘‘ hath knoAvn the mind of the liord, or wlio hath 
been his counsellor I* ” Rom. xi. 34. Instead, therefore, of making 
concessions, of Avliich the Polytheist and Atheist may take an 
unhappy advantage, it would be more Aviso of such “ cxamincTs,'^ 
as arc really Christian, to symbolize Avith the Apostle Paul, and 
say, To us there is but one God and leave it to the disciples 
of Vigilius Tliapsitanus, the supposed author of the notorious 
erded ascribed lo Athanasius, to expatiate on a plurality of persons. 

It has been laid doAvn by one, from whom few will Jiave the 
hardihood to dissent, that in tlie investigation of nature,, tAvo 
tfiauses are never to be admitted, Avliero one Avill suffice. If one 
self-existent, all-poAA^orfxl being, be a waiise adequate to the crea- 
tion of the universe, it is unnecessary and unpbilosopbical lo admit 
tAvo. Therefore, God is one ; and tliiis does true pffilosophy 


• Not the “ insayiiens sapient ia^ condemned by Horace, nor the cc'oCpoj 
of Greg.^Naz, but that which is cultivated by such minds as Newton's 
and Milton's. 

How charming is divine Philosophy ! 

Not harsh and crabbed as dull fools suppose. 

But musical as is AiJoJlo’s lute, 

And a perpetual feast of nectar’d sweets, 

•Where no crude surfeit reigns. 

Mimon’s Com us. 

Tliis is that true philosophy, which “ looks through nature up to nature 
God," and ^through Scripture to the glorious perfecdon of the eternal ONK ; 
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symbolize with the Scriptures in proclainii ig the unity of God, 
that philosophy which, like wisdom, cometh from above, though 
so much decried by the advocates of " old ivives’ fables,” and of 
that spurious philosophy which the gospel condemns and classes 
with vain deceit, the U-adition of men, and the rudiments of the • 
world. Gol. ii. 8. 

: The Unitarian rejects the doctrine of the Trinity, because it 
contradicts all that we are taught, and all that we arc capa^^le of 
comprehending of the infinite ])crfectiGns of Jehovah. It con- 
tradicts his 

. Self-Existence, by identifying him with Chris:*, whom it ac- 
knowledges to be begotten : 

I His Immensity, by confining in a human form, him whom the 
heaven of heavens cannot contain : 

His Simplicity, by representing him as compounded of thrive 
persons : 

His Spirituality, by making him incarnate ; 

His Invisibility, for he seen : 

His Immutability, for he was in the form of a slave : 

His Impassibility, for lie sufTered : 

His Immortality, for ho died : 

His Omnipotence, for there were things not his to give : 

His Omniscience, for sofnc things he did not know : 
Consequently, it denies the infinite perfection of all the otlicr at- 
tributes of Deity. For, if any being ^ falls sliort of infinitude in 
any one perfection, he fulls short in all. Our Lord positively 
affirmed, that none is good but one, and that is God — if none 
supremely good, then none supremely wise — none supi'cmely 
just. In vain do the defendenTof the Trinity try^,to escape 'the 
force of this argument, by tlie clumsy invemion of the “ two 
natures jin invention which, like that of transiibstantiatioj^, 
seems designed to try the extent of human credulity, and whic#, 
as has been already shewi\ would brings such impeachments on 
the character of our Lord as the Unitarian shudders to express. 

He rejects it, because it confounds attributes with persons-^ 
qualities with substance — humanity with deity. It materializes 
our ideas of the eternal mind ; and by teaching, that it can be 
essentially connected with corporeal forms, yields an easy intro- 
duction to image-worship, iicnce we neetl not be surprised, if 
the great majority of those who embrace the doctrllic of the Tri- 


the opposite of that wisdom which springs from below, which is characterised 
by an Apostle :is “ earthly, sensual, devilish and which, instead of pre- 
senting to the mind “ a perpetual feast of nectar ’d sweets’* set before it the 
everlasting entmbe repetitiu, the horny indigestible husks of the fuc Calvinistic 
points. How long will men suiler their understanding to be ^^rnoched, in- 
anH abused y' • 
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nilv, havf slaines, waxen figures and pictures, nrtt onK' of God 
the Son, but of G od the* Father, and of God the Holy Ghost. 

If we Can once be persuaded, that the infinitely great and glo- 
rious Being, who fills immensity, appeared as a man to men, 
little farther persuasion can be wanting to induce a belief, that 
he may be represented by images of gold, of silver, and of stone, 
contrary to the Apostle Paul’s declaration to the Athenians. 
The transitioil from the reality to the similitude is =easy and na- 
tural ; and tliat worship Vhich is due to God only, may be trans- 
feifed to the sculptured or painted representative. Wherefore tile 
Israelites were* forbidden to have any image : Take ye, therefore, 
good heed unto yoi^welves, for ye saw no manner of similitude on 
the day that the Lord spake unto you in Horeb, out of the midst of 
the fire, lost ye comipt yourselves, and make you a graven image, 
tlic similitude of any figure.” Dent iv. 15, 16. The Prophet 
Isaiah asks, '‘To whom will ye liken God ? — or what likeness 
will ye compare unto him P” xl.»l8. Trinitarian ism answers, I 
will compan.* the immortal,* <Iic eternal, the invisible, the intan- 
gible, and impassible Spirit, to him who, after his resurrection 
Irom the dead, said to Thomivs, " Reach hither thy hand 4).ud 
thrust it into my side.” Jcdin xx. 27 ; and to his disciples, "Be- 
hold my luands and my feet that it is I myself ; handle me and 
see ; fos a s]nrit hath rot flesh and bones, as ye sec me have.” 
liiiko XX iv. 31). 

He REJi-c rs it, because it is nndeflnahle tind incapable of ex- 
planation, as is* clearly testifled by those who have written upon 
It most learnedly. treatise's and volumes, composed with 

thq avowed object of proving and elucidating the doctrine, present 
ns only with ■% chaos of uuintelligihilitics, insomuch that it re- 
cuiires some eflorV of faith to believe, that their aiitJiors inidcrstood 
tnemsedves. In Avorshippiiig the 'JViiiify, " they worship *tJicy 
know not what,” even by their own confession. f 

He RF.jncTs it, because, so far as tfie Scriptures are c^mcenn'd, 
it is altogether a doctrine o{ inference. Were sueli doclnnc 
true, it is reasonable to suppose, that* they would teach it clearly 
and distinctly ; and that whole pages would he occupied in its 
explanation. Instead of this, a number of texts is collected 
together from various quarters, distorted from the im a iing \vhi(h 
they convey iji their proper situation, and arc made, by tlieir mnv 
location, to speak a language not their own. 3'hey are stitched 
together like the Sibyl’s scattered leaves ; a process by which the 
most anti-scriptural doctrlui's liaVc been often found 


* The author has read, that beggars go about the streets of 
almy, with a drum, a bag|)ipc, and oa itiuu/c, or fiiUure of the j 
“ Every attempt that has b^n made to erjlain the d 
Trinity, T sciM|;vte not to call ao insult ou the conun •!» sem.w y 
Pjueh'ley. I 
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jn the language of the Bible.* But even this process fails, when 
applied to the doctrine of the Trinily: The language of Holy 
^Vrit, though /lowing through the impure conduit of an orthodox 
translation, refuses to be further contaminated by being made 
a channel of conveyance, to a doctrine which can be spoken of 
only in the style of its inventors. New words and new ideas 
must be coined and added to mutilated texts, and dismemWrtnl 
fragments of Scripture. But thc?-e can be no amalgamation of 
such heterogenous elements, I’he goliPof inspiration has no af- 
finity to the earth and iron of orthodoxy, nlien subjected to 
the liery test, it separates from the base alloy, «'i:nd ilow^s forth, 
pure and resplendent, and bearing the superscription originally 
stamped upon it by heaven — Cion is One. 

According to the mode in which 1 nnitarianism drawls her con- 
clusions, Moses may he proved to he God ; nay, man may he 
proved to be omnipotent, omnipresent, and omniscient. I’hus, 
says Paul, ** I can do all things; therefore, he is ahniglitv. 
Again, he says, 7’lioughl am absent in the flesh, yet am 1 with 
you in the spirit.” Col, ii. 6 ; therefore, lie is possessed of ulii- 
<iuity. ** Ye have an unction from tlic holy One, and know all 
tilings,” says John — 1 Ep. ii. 20; therefore, thev wore omniscient! 
Q. E. D.f 


This is precisely the process which was followed by the Athanaslans at 
the Council of Nice. They collected together the passages whicli repre- 
sent the divinity of the Son of God, and observed, tliat laAcn toyetJuty t/wy 
amounted to a proof of hU being of the same substance w ith the Tather,*’— 
^Jii.nkr’s Jliatory of the Churchy vol. ii. p. ol). It would be curious’to know 
all the jiarticuJiir texts collected on this occasion, hecaii.se Jt is thouglit that 
jsoine texts have been pressed into the service .dnee, which the good fathers cither 
overlooked, or did not understand. It would also be interesting to know 
what portion of the proof, each of the texts supplied. They would be found 
on exaimnation, like a, et)l lection of negatives to make an affirmative, 

or of fallibilities to form an infallibility. 

f “John* die Baptist is sail to have gone before Jeliovah, and to have gone 
before Christ, and this iVIr. WaVdlaw' gravely offers as a proof that Christ is 
Jehovah C* in answer to which, Mr, Yates, in his Vindication of Unitarianism, 
p. 19 1, furnishe.s’ us w itJi the following very apposite illustrations : — “ It ap- 
pears by Kxod. xx. 2— -Dent. v. G that he who brought the Israelites out of 
£gypt, wMs Jehovah ; and by Exod. xxxii. 7 — xxxiii. 1, that he who brought 
the Israelites out of Egypt was Moses — therefore, Moses w;;s Jehovah. It 
appears also by 1 Sam. ii. 12, that tlic same persons arc culled the sons of 
Eli, and the sons of Belial , therefore, Eli vras Belial.” 

“ Would not this be deemed most wretched reasoning, if employed for any 
other purpose than to prove the doctrine of the Trinity ? What should we 
say to an astronomer, who should seriously argue in like manner : — the 
moon revolves round the sun, but the moon revolves round the earth ; there- 
for^^l^ earth turns upon its own axis— the cartli 

luit^iipon its ownt3B% therefore, also the earth is the sun ; — Jupiter re- 
' ^Ivi^'tound tli4 sun, and the earth revolves round the sun ; therefore, the 
Jupiter !” — LeM^rs to a Protestant Dicme, in Defence of Unitarianwjt, 
other Barrister, pp. 138, 139. 
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vie REJECTS It, b<vanf?c all the proofs of it, singly anJ col- 
iectively, have not the strength of the first commanuincnt. Tri- 
nitariaiiism betrays the weakness of her cause, by having rccourso 
to such auxiliaries as certain idiomatic phrases "and graminaiicnl 
constructions, which in the judgment of the most learned scholars, 
do not contain the moaning she would extract from them. I’or 
instance, she finds in a Hebrew plural,* the three persons of lier 
f Jodliead, a dii^covery, which to this day has escaped the know- 
ledge of the ITohrew people, who might he supposed to know the 
latent virtues of their own language as well as any modern theo- 
logian; and wl|f?n she might as widl find in it ihe thirty tliousand 
gods of tluj lieath(‘n.:»^^ If an epithet he twice or thrice repeated to 
mark the su[ 0 ‘rlativ<vd(tgreo, or intensity of thought, she grasps 
it with eagerness, as if it c’ontaine.V a demonsti-ation of her doc- 
tj'ine. INIon'over, she repeats her few favourite texts oven to 
satiety, as if they wrn'e new argiinients ; and bidng wiser in her 
generati«)ii than the eliiklren of light, acts on the principle, tliat 
iepelilioii and persovenince will sifj[>ply tlo* j»Iaee of strength. 

Gutta cavat lapltlem, noti vi, setl sivpe cadentlo. 

liy frequent falls, not fi»rceful slicH'k, 

U'iie drop scoops hollows in the rock. 

He RF..n'.<:T.s it, because it leads to the most fanciful perver- 
sions of the word of (jiod, and gives the mind over to a “ strong 
delusion to hclidve a lie.” Under the iiifluenco of its imagination, 
even learned, and in ofher respects, rational divines are hal into 
the most egregious errors in their inlorprctatioiLof the Scriptures, 
'rhiis, they fin<Jl the three inusona of the Trinity in the command 
given by our Sav?oiir to tiie disei[)les, to baptize, Mat. xxii. 19, 
though it says not a syllable of three persons, hut simply enjtiius 
to liuptizc into the name of the Father, i. e. to initiate them. 


• Were we even to disregard totally tli6 idiom of the Hebrew, Arabic, 
and of almost all Asiatic languages in which the plural munber is o-fteu used 
lor the singular, to express the respect due to the person, denoted by the 
noun ; and to understand the tenu “ our image,” and “ our likeness,” 
ff>und ill Gen. i. 26, as conveying a plural meaning, tlie quotation would by 
no means answqy the Trinitarian’s purpose ; for the verse, in that case, would 
imply a plurality of Gmls, w'ithoiit determining whether their number was 
lliree or three luindred without specifying their persons.” 

This was written by one, iMwise knowledge of Oriental languages gives 
liim a right to speak with decision, Rammohun Rov. He subjoins the fol- 
lowing illustrations ; — Kxodiis xxi. 4 — in the original Hebrew, If hia 
tnaiffers ’(me.aniiig his master) have given him a wife 6, “ 'I'hen fiis mnstters 
(that is, his master) shall hring him to the judges;” — 29, “ Rut if the ox 
were wont to push with his horn in time pasit, and it has been testified to hia 
oM’arrs (that is, his owner.)— Is. vi, 8, “ To whom shall J send ?— and 
who will go foi u$? (that is, for me.) 
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))y tlic rite of baptL<nn^ into a profe.ssioii of belief in the one 
supreme Being — in the Son, by wliom be revealed his will — and 
ill the Holy Ghost, or mirnciilous agency of the Spirit of God, by 
which the truth of the Gospel w^as established. It gives no more 
countenance to the doctrine of three persons in one God, than to 
that of three Gods in one person. The latter is as rational and 
Scriptural as the former; and it is surprising, that no one has 
maintained it, since nothing couM be nrmre easy tlian to find 
arguments in its support. Mr. Serle fifids the three persons of 
the Trinity in the very commcnce'ment of Genesis : — ** In the 
beginning God created the heavens and the earth, * * * and the 
Spirit moved on the face of the waters.*' ** ^'iere," says he, ** are 
three persons in one power, niz. the. beginning, God and the 
Spirit.” TJiis is marvellously ingenious and convincing ! He 
ought to. have displayed a little more of his ingenuity, and found 
them in the earth, the form, anil the void — and in the darkness, the 
face and the waters ; and the three being thrice announced, who 
could withstand the force of the triple argument ? iTregory 
Nyssen thought it typified by Adam, his Son, (which Son ?) 
and Eve. One Rev. Gentleman ..finds it in the thrice repeated 
holy’* of Isaiah vL 3; and another sees an ocular demonstra- 
tion of it, in the three man whom Abraham eiitcrtahied in liis 
tent with ** cakes of kneaded meal, and ^ calf, tender and good, 
of which they did eat.” Gen. xviii. Why docs he not find a 
duality in the two angels who hcfi?iended Lot, and a Trinity in 
tlie three radicals of the Hebrew verb ? It lias‘ been detected, 
indeed, in the four letters of the Hebrew., of Jehovah ryins in 
wdiich the two Ifes represent the. two natures of Christ ! Horsley 
his discovered it in the Watchers and holy oi\es” of Daniel, 
and identified Christ with the archangel Midiacl. But Hut- 
chinson has shewn more ingenuity than all the rest, for he finds 
the divine and human natures of Christ in the prayer of the 
Psalmist, tky faces (the divine*^ and liuman united in 

Christ) to'^’shine upon thy servant'' Ps. xxxi. 16. Should he not 
also find the mysterious iiiiion of two or tlircc somowliats,” 
as Dr. ’Wallis denominated the three persons of the Trinity, 
in tlie 15th verse of the 104th Psalm, where it is saiid, ‘^ That 


God givelh oil to cause niaii’s face (in the Hchrew, faces,) to 
shine ? — and in tlie countenance of Moses, for when Aaron and 
all the tdiildreii of Israel saw liiin after his. cfeescent from Mount 
Sinai, behold, lh& skin of his face (Hebrew^ face.s) slione ?” 


Exod. xxxiv. 29, 30. Nay, the d«ep itJ^elf (Gen. i. 2,) is repre- 
sented as having more than one fhee, for m the original it is 
vanim, faces, and not face, and, therefore, let the pluralist draw 
his conclusion ; it will afford him as valid an argument for his 
Trinity as any other plural in the Hebrew language, with the 
exception of the Cherubim, in whose faces the same profound 
Hutchinson finds, tl^ whole Tm^ity, with the divine and hiMuaiy 
^pMl^tures oU congregated together, not, gentle reader, because thoir 



i09 


<aces are three, bii^ because they are Joyr,^ He rcpreseiifs riie 
Cherubim, with wings expandM over the mercy-seat, as a simili- 
tude of the Aleim, an<l says, was fit there sliould be a type 
of man taken into the essence, * * * * that the lion and the inan'^ 
became one conjunct purifier, stand on the one side — the bull 
and the eagle (types of Godi and the Holy Spirit) stand on i\m 
other, giving their mutual assent to the transaction,”*}* by which 
divine justice is to be satisdod. Thia might appear to be the 
reverie of some wild ^uuhusiastic imagination ; but the learned 
Parkhurst thinks otherwise, for he says, tliat the Cherubim “ in 
the holy of holies, were emblematical of the evcr-blcssod Trinity, 
in covenant, to re(^ecm man, by uniting the human nature to the 
second person.” ^ ^ How profound are the arcana of theology I 
But both Hutcliinson add Parkhurst must yield the palm to one, 
who is a still inuix; profound diver into tlio bottomless abyss of 
these mysterioiLs doctrines ; — let Andronicus M'Cartan, M.D. be 
proclaimed victor. Should his infant work, entitled '^The Chris- 
tian Alpluihot,” reach tl]e desft’od perfection, it is to become a 
“ classical key of orthodoxy, and an algebraical confutation of 
heterodox writings.” The obstinate Unitarian, who cannot be 
conviiK'od cither by Scripture or logic, must yield to algebra. 
We may ju(lg(‘ what will be the potent efTect of this novel applica- 
tion of the science of unknown <|tantilios, from the admirable 
use ^^^uch tlic author has made of his chymical and anatomical 
knowledge. 1 [e has instituted a comparison helween oxygen gas 
and sanctifying grace; and in the brain, the little brain, and 
the ohlongated marrow,” finds a parallel to Father, Sdn, and 
Holy Ghost ! Thik is all done in sober seriousness, and with th(i 
•most devoted attaclimeut to the cause of the Roman Catllolio 
ChurtJi. • 

Ho REJECTS it, because it leads to the adoption of notions re- 
specting the nature of God which expose Christianity to the scorn 
and contempt, not <jnly of unbelievers at home, but of Indians, 
Turks, and Jews abroad. For instance, Trinilarianism does all 
this by die false meaning which she affixes to the %^xt. Acts xx. 
28, Take heed, therefore, unto y*oursclves, and to all the flock, 
over which the Holy Ghost hath made you overseers^ to feed the 
Cliurch of Godi which he hath purchased with his own blood.” 
Every reader, whose ideajj of the etormil mind arc noi carnalized „ 
must kno\r that God being a spirit, andfes is tiuly stated in the first 
Article of the Church of England, without body,,varts, or passions, 
he can have no blood,. This the Apostle Paul knew well ; and it 
is utterly incredible and' impossibk, that he could be guilty of the 


• Abstract from tiie works of John Ilutch'rson; p* 
f Id. p- 185. 

} Lexicon, Cheruf*. , 
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hlaspliemy of ascribing an animal natiiro to Jrliovab ; or anpposin*^ 
ilio €‘ternal (io<l to bo rlothccl with’ a mortal, sanguiferous body* 
liut Iiovv word off tbo imputation in tin; pn*iient instance? Notliintc 
' more easy. Simply by understanding ibo vvortls just quoted in 
the rational sense in which they were written, if, indeed, those* 
are tlie very wonls which fell from tlio mouth or the pen oj tin* 
inspired author. The strotigest retisons, and by the ablest critics, 
liave been adduced for reading ** Lord,” instead of God and all 
objections to the change answ^ered*’ by (jriesbach, Nov. Test, 
vol. ii, p. 112. Hut the author, so far as his Unitarian doctrine 
is concerned, has not the smallest objection to the text as it 
stands ; he meets orthodoxy on her own ground. It is stated in 
llio text, that God purchased \ — to this expression there can he no 
objection, because it liarmonizes*>well with similar expressions in 
Jewish phraseology. Thus, in texts already cpioted, Jehovah is 
said to have haughty purchased, redeemed , his people Israel.j* 


• Groiius says, that in transcribing the Greek MSS. the contracted word 
B-U (for might be easily substituted for ***‘''^ 

ties commonly denominated Christ, I^ord, and llie halluT, God; and that 
many MSS. rea<l Lord in place of God— “ et Syrus sic legit <jui vertit 
Christi.’* On the other hand, Whftby says, the common reading is confirmed 
by the vulgar, Arabic, ^thiopic, by St. Chrysoston*. and Oecinncnins. But 
in Ircnrcus, lib. 3, l4<, in the Alexandrian MS. and tn the Spine, wo read 
the Church of the Lord ; viz. the Church of our Lord Jesus Christ. Wake- 
field says, ♦‘the Syriac, that most ancient, and, indeed, inestimable version, 
which would be ill exchanged for all the MSS. of th.p Greek Pestiiment in 
the universe, renders it the Congregation, or Church ot the iMessiah, or of 
Christ.” Griesbacli refers to a great variety of MSS. gives the most decided 
opinion against the common reading, and declares that it is, nonsupported by 
any MS. that is rendered respectable by its aiitiijuity, its internal excellence, 
or the commendation of a competent, uncorrupled judge. He adds, that lie 
is ignorant how it can be defended without a violation of all the rules 
of criticism. “ Quo modo igitur,’ salvis critic.^* drtis legibus, lectio But, 
ut pote atnni auQ^oritatejusta destituta defendi queat, cquidemhaud intelligo. 
Kov. Test. vol. ii. p. 115. The orthodox Eclectic Review also, for 1809, 
says, “ On seriously weighing all the evidence, every impartial mind, wo 
conceive, will admit, that the last (viz. Lord) has the fairest claim to accept- 
ance, as the genuine reading, ’* *1 he Vatican M S. however, which is of high 

authority, having been carefully examined for a Unitarian critic, is found to 
have Btsv, and instead of rovm^tov it has rov ecifAur^i rev 

The blood of his own, viz. Son.— See Monitum to the beautiful edition of 
Griesbacli, by Richard and Arthur Taylor, London, 1818. 

f •* The metaphorical expressions and symbolical allusions applied to the 
death of Christ are numerous. Tlic world is said to have been ransomed, 
redeemed, purchased, and bought. These arc terms borrowed from the Old 
'rcstament, where they are applied to the deliverance of the Jews from 
Egyptian bondage. The Apostles adopted these forms of ^.peech from 
habit, from a wish to accommodate themselves to the usages of their corres- 
pondents and disciples ; and from the resemblance that subsisted between 
ihe emancipation of the Hebrew's, by Moses, anil tJie redemption ol tbcwoHd 
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Hieae are metapliorlcal expresaions, borrowcnl from one of t(?t? 
most common transactions of lif^i. But let us take care not to 
pursue the metaphor too fiar, for such ]>ursuit lias led to some of 
the most monstrous errors connected with religion. Literally 
speaking, there can be nothing of the nature of a .:oinmercial 
transaction between Jehovah and any other being whatsoever. 1I(? 
can neither give nor receive a price or ransom ; tor, all things are 
Ills, and he giveth us all things freely and gratuitously to enjoy. 
How then did^he huyy redeem^ ransom, his people Israel ? Not by 
«ilver and gold, but by a' mighty hand and an outstretched arm — 
by signs and wonders which ho wrought by the hand of Moses, 
)io rescued them from the tyranny of Pharaoh, and freed them 
from the house of bo'iidage. Thence they became his people, and 
were hound by the strongest ties of gratitude to serve and obey 
liim, as their Saviour and Redeemer. Thus, also, in a similar 
way, is Goil said to have purchased his Church. What was the 
price paid here ? Blood. What ! — his own blood ? Yes, uri- 
ijueslionahly, ms own; for it is ♦written, Rom. viii 32, that 
he spared not his own *Sow,*hut delivered him up for us all.*’ If 
Christ he denominated God’s own Son, then was the blood of 
Christ Crod’s own — his own peculiar property. The Apostle tells 
us that we also are God’s. — “ Ye are not your own,*' says he. 
Whoso then? God’s. How? Because ye are his by the right 
of purchase. “ Ye are bought with a price;” — God, the eternal 
1' AT HER \\2Xh purchased, ranso^ned, redeemed you, from ignorance 
and sin, from misery and death, by the precious blood of his Son, 
as he purchased, ransomed, redee!ne<l Israel from the bondage of 
h^gypt, by the rod o5i Moses. “ Therefore glorify God in your 
bo/ly, and in your spirit, which are God’s.” 1 Cor. vi, 20. 
“ Blessed is 4he nation whose God is the Lord, and the people 
Avhoni he hath chosen for his own inheritance.” Ps. xxxiii. 12. 
Isaiali Iviii. 7, says, “ Hide not thyself from thine own flesh.” 
The ex])ressioii our own Jiesh and blood, as apjilied to relatives 
and friends, is not uii usual. ♦ But A^ho could think or speak so 
abhorrently from cominou sense, as to identify the persons of two 
kinsmen? Erasmus paraphrases the* passage well, “ God<lcs owfi 
Congregation * * # which God did sette so much storh by, that 


from sin, by Jesus Christ ; but literally, these words had no more relation 
to the one tiiau the other ; for the Israelites were not ransomed nor redeemed, 
'i’hey were rescued by the power of the Almighty, and by tlie most awl'ul 
displays of his providence, by the plagues of Kgypt. tlie death of the first- 
born i)f the Egyptians, and the overthrow of I’liaraoh and his host in tiic 
Ued Sea. The phrases, however, are not to be taken literally in either case.” 
JirucQ*is Sermofd. 

* Tiius, in Virgil, the bhudicis shade of Anchises, apostrophizes Cicsar : — 
Trojice tcl^i inanU^ swffjuis wcw?.— AiM. vi. 83d. 
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he purcliascd it by tlit* blotul-sbeddinjj * of‘ liys oncly begotten, 
8oniie/* Here Seriptnre and reason beaurtfidly blend, and gnaid 
tm against the hidoous fiction €>f a suffering, iiicanmte, wounded, 
blood-streaming Deity, expiring as a sacrifice to the wrath, or 
the justice ot‘ a vindictive God, which God was his father, nay, 
Iris own essential self! i<uch an appalling and incredilde imagi- 
nation never entered the mind of an Apostle; — it suipasses the 
most extravagant fictions of the heathen poets, ♦ is an indelible 
stigma to the Christianity that does not repel it, and, in mom 
senses than one, puts to open shame, *and crucifies the Son of 
God afresh. 

He REJECTS it, because he can find no vestige of it in all the 
preaching of the Apostles. It is not only reasonable to suppose, 
but vei*y unreasonable not to srppoae, that the topics on which 


• Homer has been censured for nutklnp geds of hit heroft, and mortals of 
flit gods; for which heinous impiety he is banished by JlMato from his rc* 
puldic, and by Pythagoras doomed to the iiifemal regions. What would 
tliose philosophers have thought, had the poet, thotigh privileged to indulge 
invention, represented Jupiter, liis father of gods and men, as not only 
wounded, like some of his inferior divinities, but crucified, dead and buried ? 
Every reader of 6uch an impious figment, would have instantly exclaimed, 
incredulut odi / But Homer had too much judg.ncnt to impose ^uch a tax. 
even on heathen credulity. Aware that he is trespassing on poetic licence, 
when ho wounds Pallas, he tries to reconcile the reader to his improbable 
fiction, and preserve his divinity from the degradation of bbing regarded as a 
mortal, by informing us, that it was not blood but ichor t which fiowed from 
the wound 

“ Pure emanation ! uncorrupted flood ? 

Unlike our gross, diseased, terrestrial blood ; 

1 or not the bread of man their life sustains, 

• Nor wine’s infianiing juice supplies their veins.** 

The Grecian bard puts to sbaiii^ those orthodox poets, who outrage all judg- 
ment and taste, aU sense of moral rectitude, and all just notions of religion, by 
such blundcrf.'ig imaginations as the follow'ing ; — 

^ ** - — Omnipotence oppressed 

Did travel in the greatness of its strength ; 

And everlasting lifu«d up 

'i'lic sword to smite the guiltless Son of Cod.” 

Ill the same delectable chaos of Calvinistic monstrosities, “ Pollock’s 
Course of Time,” wc hear of tine who 

‘‘ Quenched eternal fire with bJood divine.” 

And of others, w ho 

“ Enacted creeds of %%ondrous texture— creeds 
The Bible never owned, unsanctioned too, 

And reprobate in beaveii.” 

Of all wjiich creeds, that of the poem just quoted, may claim due precedence. 



113 


tlicy insisted most 8t4*ongly, and thouglit of the most ynportance, 
are to bo found in the record of tlJeir “ Acts,’* and in their Epistles. 
And yet we find in them nothing of those doctrines, which are 
tlu^ everlasting burden of modern evangelical song. Not a syllable 
of three persons in one God — not a syllable of an iiiTinite satis- 
faction made to divine justice. Peter, immediately after the ef- 
fusion of the Holy Spirit, while he was yet glowing under its in- 
fluence, opened his mouth and taught the Jews those <loctrines 
which he was commissiuRMi to reveal. And what did he teach 
them? — Any thing like the doctrines just noticed? Nothing. 
Instead (»f asu^ndirig them with a declaration, which would have 
stamped him as a lunatic, that they had put to death the second 
of the immortal three, he stated, that Jesus of Nazareth was “ a 
man apj)roved of God among them, by miracles, and wonders, 
and signs, which God did by him in the midst of them that 
him they had taken, and by wicked hands had crucified and 
slain ; hut (iod had raised him from the dead, and had made him 
I^ord ami Christ. This was the sum of Ids doctrine. No Trinity 
— no two natures — no crucified Jehovah — not a word on which 
his bitterest eiifiniies could place so impious a misconstruction. 
For when the high priest n'pnmanded the Apostles, after their 
miraculous r(*lease from prison, he says, Behold, ye have filled 
Jerusalem with your doctrine, and intend to bring this man’s (not 
tliis God’s) blood upon us.*’ Acts v. 21, IIow much more heinous, 
ami how much better adapted to serve the high priesFs purpose, 
would have been the accusation that they intended to subvert the 
fumlamental principle^of the established religion, and introduce a 
new object of divine worship ? Let us not he told, that the 
Apostles didjjiot divulge the whole extent of their commission, 
and that they hafl trutlis in store whicli they found it inexpedient 
openly to proclaim. This argument is not for Protestants. . The 
Apostles knew little of the art of expetliency. Paul declared to 
llie ehlors of Ephesus, that he ^^lippt hack nothing tchich was pro- 
fitable unto them and that he had “ not shunned to (J^?clare unto 
them all the counsel of God.” Ho aever taught the doctrine of 
the JVinity, therefore he did not think it projituhle ; <ie nevei' 
noticed it in declaring unto them all the counsel* of God, there- 
fore it formed no pari of what* he was com missioned to reveal — 
he knew nothing of it — how should he, having never heard of 
such ii thing, except, perhaps, in (ireek mythology ? 

When lie was converted, the voice from the glory which sur- 
rounded him, said, not that I am God the Son — the second per- 
son in the Godhead — equal and consubstantial with God, but 1 
am Jesus of Nazareth whom thou persecutest.” When pleading 
before Agrippa, he said, lie “taught the people notie other 
things hut those which prophets and Moses did say slioiild 
come ; that Christ should suffer, and that he should he the first that 
should rise from the dead, and should shewjight unto the people, 
and to llii5 Gentiles.” Acts xxvi. 22, 2S. How would the good 
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Apostle Itjvve been nmnzeil niul confounded, ^^Lad any Jew spolcem 
to him of the mysterious thrce-in-one^ as an article of Christian 
.faith, or accused liiin of propagating a doctrine, of which he was 
profouiHlly ignorant, and which would have peremptorily contra- 
dicted his 'declaration, that he taught nothing which was not 
sanctioned by Moses and the prophets ? This argument prostrates 
the Trinitarian hypothesis, and shews tliat it must be classed 
among those inventions with which fathers and councils, in after 
ages, according to Monsieur Jurleu, iptmensely improved and 
beatttificd the Gospel of Christ. 

He REJECTS it, because, instead of depicting religion as an 
angel of light to he admired for beauty and symmetry, it pro- 
lients a monstrous and confused image to the mind — -Jorma tri- 
corporis umbrcc^ shadowy and risionary. Siniplicity and unifor- 
mity contribute essentially to the beauty aud perfection of all 
the works of nature ; hut Trinitarian ism resembles the composi- 
tion o£^ bad artist, an incongruous assemblage of disjointed 
merabefs, whose junction bears 'no similitude to any thing in na- 
ture. Triiiitarianism also employs a language singularly gross, 
indecorous, and unscriptural. Even Calvin condemned her stylo 
of devotional address, when he sakl that the words “ holy, bless- 
edi and glorious Trinity, savoured of barharismj’ She sets up 
her own standard of doctrine, and asserts that all who do not 
conform to it are heretics and infidels nay, that the Son o£ 
God himself, if he w^ere not the supreme Deity, must have been 
an egregious impostor. Romaine accuses the Je^vs of Aiheisnn, 
and says, ‘‘They are without a (rod, because they have rejected 
the blessed? Trinity of their fathers.’^ He farther alleges, that 
“ If you deny that Jesus Christ Is self-existent and et^ual with the 
Father in every perfection and attribute, you tak§ away the foun* 
dation of Christianity ; and that it is the most stupid and idolatrous 
religion, if the author of it (Christ) he not the true God.” Dr. 
Tucker says, “ If Christ not tlie grei^ijt I am, he must havo 
been one of t\vQ falsest and vilest of the human- race ;** and that if 
the system’Opposed to Dr. Tucker’s “ l)e really true, the Scrip- 
tures, of^course, must he false, and Christ and his Apostles b© 
ranked among the greatest, hypocrites and inipostocs that ever ap- 
peared on the face of the earth.” It is much to be wished tha^ 
such language had died with its authors, or lu^en confined to the 
bitter controversies of clays gone by. But refusing ten yield to the 
growing influence of taste and refinement, to say nothing of higher 
and nobler influences, it still preserves itjs place in the schools of 
orthodox polemics ; and writers of our own days evince that they 
can be as successful, as they are ambitious, ia improving the 
Satanic style of their precursors. We may judge of Mr. Pope’s 
proficiency, from a specimen already ^^ted in the thirtieth page. 
Another, with whom Mr. Pope will |Tf6bably agree, declares that 
unless his intrepretation of Scripture be true, .Tesus Christ himself 
emplo^d “ the language of unexampled presumption^ and out- 
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Ghost ; and these tlfrce are one God, the same in substance, 
equal in power and glory Will it be believed, that 117 mi- 
nisters and 18 elders, to mndicate their religious character ! said 
they believed this portentous proposition ? If either minister or 
elder among them understood it, it is absolutely incu*mbciit^ on 
him for a farther vindication of his religions character, to come 
forth and explain it clearly and satisfactorily, that Unitarian 
Christians may understand it also. As it is wise in nil inquiries 
to begin with simple id»as, before we proceed to combine and 
make them complex, the first thing required will be accurate de- 
finitions of the, terms, nature. Godhead, person, substance, God. 
These being clearly defined and made perfectly intelligible even 
to a Unitarian’s understanding, we may be told, that there are 
three persons in the Godhead, thd Godhead being the container, 
and tlic persons the contained. But says the Unitarian, who is 
always thrusting forward his teazing common-sense objections, 
the container and the contained cannot ho the same, more than 
the earth, the sea, and air, are fhe same as the etliereal vault 
which surrounds them. Again ; the throe persons in the God- 
head arc the same in suhstance ; — supposing our ideas of sub- 
stance to be quite clear, how is tins part of tlie proposition to be 
proved ? How many kinds of substance are there P — for this 
also must be known before he can c’bnscientiously subscribe the 
proposition. How is it' ascertained that the three persons are of 
one, and not of two or three different substances r What was 
made of this subject by the old Homoousians, Homoiousians, and 
Heteroousians, whose souls, were it not for their superior know- 
ledge of Greek, we might almost suppose to have ti*ansmigrated 
info the venerable Fathers of ihe^Synod ? 

Sir Isaac Pfeuiton, no mean authority, has affirmed, that we 
know but the superficial qualities even of the bodies with whi<jh we 
are most conversant. Neither by the senses, nor by any reflex act 
of the mind, can we acquire a knowledge of their substance, much 
less can we have any idea of the suhstance of God.* But we 
live now in the 19tli century, and .understand metaphysics as 
well as the old Homoousians, and better than Sir Isai,c. The 
members of the Synod have kept full pace with tlie " march of 
mind,” and even preceded it, so that we shall suppose they can 
give a satisfactory solution of the difficulty. We proceed, then. 


• ** Corpora omni et figum eorporea (Deus) prorsns destituitur; ideoqua 
vidcri non potest, nec audiri, jpec tangi, nec sub specie rei alicujus eorporea; 
coli debet. Ideas habemus atttlibutorura ejus, sed quid sit rei alicujns sub- 
stantia xninime cbgnoscimuiu ^ Videmus taiitum corporum figiiras et colorcs, 
auditnus tantum sonos, tangithiistantuin superficies externas, olfaciinua odores 
solos, et gustomus saporcs ; intimas substaiitias nullo sensii, nulla actions 
reflexa, cognascimiis ; etmuUo minus ideam hahemus substantitK Zlei.**— -Newt, 

i*rih. Matl|. Lon. 172fl, p. 329, 
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to inquire, how can the three p^*sons, who' are of* one siilistance, 
he equal, aiul yet the same, for equalitv and idcnlity, as hashocii 
elsewhere rcnuirhed, aie two diderent things ? We (?an compre- 
hend how .three persons may be equal in power and glory, and 
form a triumvirate, or a tri- theocracy, but we cannot compreheinl 
iiow they can either be the same, or how each of them can he 
omnipotent. It has already been demonstrated, that there cannot 
be two omnipotent beings, much loss can there be three. Again, 
it is slated, that there are three persons la one God, consequently, 
one person cannot make one God; and so neither Father, Son. 
nor Holy Ghost, is God hy hinnself, but each forms a tliird part 
of the being so denominated. Notwitlistand'ing, we are. told, that 
each person is God liimself, aitfl then there must be three Gods; 
but this supposition contradicts all that was previously slated, 
respecting three persons in one (iod, and this the venerable 
Fathers of the Synod would brand as a damnable polytheistic 
heresy. „ 

Reverend Fathers of the Synod of Ulster, wdiat are wo to be- 
lieve ? Do, in compassion to your weaker brethren, wliosc con- 
sciences are tender, explain in int^lligihle language, the proposition 
which you think necessary to be adopted for the viiulicatit>n of 
your character.* You lia^c given the subject all the mature dc- 
liheratioii which its gravity requires. You can enligliten what is 
is dark, and simplify what is complex ; gifted as you arc with 
genius of no ordinary description, and illumined by that wdsdom 
which is from above, which is first pure, and then peaceable^ 
gentle, and easy to he entreated, full of mevey, and of good fruits, 
without partialitg, and wdthoyt hypocrisy." Most reverend, 
and most sapient fathers, wdien you giv'^o the cxplaiv;ttion required, 
you will vindicate your character and not till then. 

He REJKCTS it, because he thinks it the greatest of Antichnstinn 
heresies. From its adoption have sju'ung the grossest supersti- 
tions, the most erroneous ^notions of pi’bvidcncc, and infidelity 
itself. Mr. Pope and Mr. Maguire accuse each other of opening 
a door to unbelievers ; and each, no doubt, could prove the 


• Mr. Francis Choyncl, in his Bool? of the Divine Trinity, says, Wc 
may best resemble all that difTereuce which is between the'esscnce of God, 
and the divine subsist.cncies, by considering the transcendent atlcctions of the 
JUfis simpliciter, and the attributes of Qod, w^hg doth infinitely transcend, not 
only a predicamental substance, but a inetapliysicnl entity ; as the most me- 
taphysical men, who are sound in ftic faith, do honestly confess. Concerning 
the transcendental affections of Uns which are unum verum honum, ^ve say, 
these three affections, and Ens in latitudine, not make four things really 
di.stinct, and yet w e say, they are real and pomre affections.’* 

This explanation of the mysterious doctrine which the Rev. Synod arc de- 
sirous of having subscribed, is respectfully submitted to the consideration of 
ihei^ hvart^prclinp C'omiaittee ; and, if approved, it may be adopted and en- 
forced, under pain of excommunication from their learned body. ' 
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acciisalion well-founded. It is a fact, indeed, too notorious to be 
denied, that many have been lcd,1)y the conniptions of Christianity, 
to renounce it altogether^ as the invention of priest-craft, and a 
system of fraud and delusion. Whereas, had it been presented 
to their view, not through the distorting medium of crecTls, articles, 
and confessions of faith, but in its genuine beauty, they would 
have seen and felt its superior excellence, and become its zealous 
advocates. Did not Unitaiianism furnish a sanctuary for con- 
scientious inquirers of cy^her denominations, the votaries of in- 
fidelity would be fiir more numerous, as can be proved by the 
most incontestible facts. Many who have been disgusted, repelled, 
and driven to tlic verge of Deism, by the unscriptural doctrines 
of some popular systems of belief, will own, with gratitude to God, 
that they first found out tlfe right Avay to happiness, to evangelical 
truth, and the life to 'conic, when they joined in Unitarian worship. 
^J"hcn firat the simple majesty of the religion of Christ won their 
devotion, and established its dominion in their hearts ; — then, for 
the first time, they saw its ^celcsti^il heauty revealed, and heanl 
its lifivimparting dictates spoken. The hour of their regeneration 
was come — their darkness was dispelled — the clouds of false doc- 
trine, which had obstructed their mental vision, rolled away, and 
left them surrounded with a sudden light from heaven. Then 
could they contemplate God, not thi\*ugh the spectral gloom of 
Calvinism, as clothed wiUi vengeance, seated on a burning throne, 
his face in wrath, and sjirinklcd with blood ; but in the pure 
radiance of gospel truth, clothed with salvation, seated on a tlirone 
of gi’ace, and smiling with infinite henignity, as their friend and 
father, on all the gen^ations of men ; — their souls felt relieved 
from an oppressive load — they hoard freedom proclaimed to the 
captive — theii^chains had dissolved away — their spirits felt light 
and buoyant — they were emancipated and redeemed — and tlicy 
exulted in their ** deliverance from the bondage of corruption 
into the glorious lilierty^of flic childrep of God.” 

He REJECTS it, because it was unknown to the primilivc Cliris- 
tians ; and, as far as he has been able to ascertain, ha^ its origin 
in Paganism, which early began to incorporate its rites and doc- 
trines with Christianity. Of all numbers, tlie number tiirce de- 
lighted the heathen most, as the whole mythological creeds of 
Greece and Rome testify.* Horsley says, ‘‘The notion of a 


• ** Omnium prope Deorum potestas triplici signo ostenclatiir ; ut, Jovis 
irifidum fulmen, Neptuni trideiis, Plutonis canis triceps ; vel quod omnia 
ternario continentur.’*— •/S'errtiw in Vifg^ 

The government of the universe was divided among three of the DU ma-^ 
joreSf bpt Jupiter was the greatest and best ; and were not the minor deitier, 
both of the supernal and infernal worlds, generally grouped in threesy as the 
Graces above, arfd the FaUftand the Furies below? — Did not three female 
divinities contend for the prize of beauty ? — Were not the Muses tlirec tiims 
three?— .Ind was it not from a threc-footed stool that tlic Sibyl gave her 
oracular responses ?—15iit the heathen w'as never giylty of such loolcry as to 
say that thric are one. 
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Trinity, is loiind to be a lending princi|>le of nil the ancient 
schools of philosophy. He speaks of the joint worship of Jupiter, 
Jiino^ and Minerva, in the C^tpiiol, Und of the three mighty 
Vues in Snmothracc, to wljieh they may he traced. The doctrine 
of the Triitity, he thinks, rather confirmed than discredited by 
the suffrage of the heathen sages, lie did wtdl to S4;ek it in any 
source, rather than the Bible ; though we are not convinced that 
Sainothrace and the Roman Capitol would not , have felt dis- 
honoured by having it imputed to t^iem. Sure wc arc?, that for any 
iigment so monstrous as the Athanasian nree-in-Oue, heatlicnisin 
is explored in vain. We arc of opinion, that the doctrine of the 
iUmie unity, of the unri railed supremacy of the. Father, is 
rather confirmed tliaii discredited by tlie suifrage of the heathen 
sage.s,” and of all who gave Ur Ju])itcr the epithets Optimum and 
Alaximus, best and grc'atest. A Roman ^poel, wlio knew as 
much of the Capitol as Horsley, could have taiiglit Uie orthodox 
divine a lesson on this siihj<?ct, and put his false thecdogy to 
shame : — * 

Quid prills dicam solitis Parentis 
I^audibus; cjui res Iioiniuuin ac Dcormn, 

Qui mare ct terras, variisque mundum 
Temperat lioris ? 

Unde nil majus generatur ipso ; 

iVc'C viffet quicijinam simile, ant secundum ; 

Proxiinos* ilH tamcn occupavit! 

l^allas honorcs. 

I lou. 

What nobler than my wonted theme, 

Tlie praise of Father Jove— -HU))rcme 
O’er gods and men-^-o’er sea and land ■ 

Who guides the various seasons bland 
From whom no power more higli 
'fhaii Jove’s great self, e’er springs to light ; 

None like, to Inra in glory bright, 

No second rides the sky. 

Yet Wisdom, offspring of liis love, 

Next honours holds to sovereign Jove. 

We shall, probably, be told, with a sTi(?<?r, that this is poetry. 
Well — what then ? We say, so much tlie better. The Psalms 
of David are poetry; so is the Book of Job, and the greater part 
of the Prophecies, and some parts of tlic PenUxteuefe, and of tho 
liistoricfil hooks of the Old Te.^ tament — and in the New Testa- 
ment may he found quotations from hoatlien poets, and fragments 
of hymns in Anacreontic verse. 'The ’heathen poetry which wc 
have quoted, is more worthy of Christianity, than the orthodox 
prose, which it confutes. Tt shews, that a great fundanrontal 
truth of religion was better understood by a heathen poet, than 


Sed longo tamcn intcrvallo proximos. 
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by a vaunted cliannaon oi‘ Athanasianism ; and that it is doing 
i’oul wrong to tlui Capitol” Co impute lo it “the tremendous 
doctrine.” Athanasius and his followers have an exclusive right 
lo it, and let tliom enjoy it. It is not, however, denied that the 
first rudiments of a Trinity may he found among the Ifeatheii; hut 
it is not the author’s design to trace it through the dark labyrinths 
of tradition, contented as ho is witli knowing that it is not in the 
8eriptures. He may obsiuvo, however, en passant, timt its merst 
credible source is tlie philosophy of Plato, tlioiigli, as Prie.sthy has 
justly remarked, “ It was never imagined that tlic tliree com- 
ponent ineml^cvs of his Trinity were equal to each other, or, 
Strictly speaking, Many of the early philosophising Chris- 

tians were greatly attached lo the doctrines of that sage. Ireiuciis, 
Justin Martyr, Clemens Alexandririus, and Origen, all eontributed 
lo corrupt tlie simplicity of the Cospcl, by amalgamating it with 
their Platonic reveries. Some of them imagined they could dis- 
cover a similarity betw(;en certain expressions of tbe Scripture, 
and the Trinity of their jiidlosojiher. Tlie idea being oiice sug- 
gested, was readily embraced, enlarged, moulded into proper form, 
and, ill evil hour, adopted into the housebold of I’ailb. fltna 
prhna maVi labcs. Pious frauds; were practised to give pUu;si]>ility 
to the figment. — the m<?aniiig of Scripture was perveited — the 
goniiine t(;xt corrupted by false readings, and by tbe introduction 
of now 'passages ; ainoilg wliich is that famous one in 1 John v. 7, 
now admitt(i(l by the most sturdy Trinitarians to be an interpola- 
tion, Much ivgennity, false reast ruing, misapplied talents, mys- 
filicalioii, and toii orisiii, have i>eeii employed to prove it to he the 
legitimate ofrsjn-iiig of truth — but in vain ; — it is a c()rru}U branch 
of»an ^vil weed, graded cont/ary to nature” oii that heavem- 
planted Iree, \j{hose leaves are for the healing of tlie nations,” 
and its fruit has been as the ajjjile of discord to the religion of 
Jesus. 

He REJEC'rs it, bccjyisc the whole ,of its liistoiy , as far as lie 
has been able to trace it, hetravs its t-artlily and corrupt nature, 
ft dkl not spring into existence like a, being of eeies'ii;?f Inrib, full- 
gri)Wn and full-arniod ; hut like a certalu lieatben personage, ol 
far different origin, it was at first small through f ar, and did not 
attain its full growth and proju^r proportioiis for many centuries. 

“ sniiill witli fear — she swells to wondi oiis 

And stalks on earth, and towers above the skies.*’ 

Those who had any kugwledige at all of Cbrisiianify wtoig at 


* It*has been truly observed in a recent number of the IMonlldy llcpository, 
lhat the three creeds of the law .established ('hurch, mark a'lc ot the 

Triivity. The first and most ancient, w'hich is Lnitakian, speaks of Uod 
the Father Almighty, maker of heaven and e.irth ; aiul Jesus (Jiiist our 
liOrd, his only Son. The sceornTjU^kes Christ, God f^’Gody the third, Jesus 
Christ, Go<V loil/i God, equal in pom'r and eternity to the Father. 
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first, startled at the idea of ascrihihg to any being but Jehovah, 
those attributes which are peculiarly his own, and wxTe still for 
maintaining his supreme monarchy.” The title of the only true 
God,” which our Lord appropriates to the Prather, is never once 
given to Christ, even by the Post-Nicene Prathers, and the reason 
must be, that their understanding revolted at so strong and un- 
warranted an expression.”* Novatus A. D. 250, is said to be 
the first who wrote expressly on the Trinity, and his views of it 
appear similar to those of Origen,' and .veiy different from the 
modern doctrine. Sabellius, an African Bishop, about the middle 
of the third century, taught that the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit, are only names and offices of the same person. Then 
arose various interminable disputes about the words substance and 
hyf^stasis. In a council held at Antioch, A. D. 270, it was pro- 
posed and rejected by a large majority, that Jesus should be de- 
creed to be homaousios, of the same essence with God. Instead 
of tliat term, the Somiarians adopted another, which differed from 
it in a single letter, and said, that Jesus was not homoousios, but 
homoioiimos, i. e. of a like substance. The Funomians, in op- 
position to both, alleged that Christ was heteroousios, or of a sub- 
stance neither identical nor similar to that of the leather. Fach 
party anathematized the other, of course, and the less they under- 
stood their own and their opponents dogmas, the more violently 
did their hostility rage, and in louder and more incessant volleys 
were their spiritual thunders rolled. 

The Nicene Fathers, in the first general council held at Nice, 
A. D. 325, adopted the creed which bears their name ; but in it» 
original form it said nothing of the personality of the Holy Spirit.f 
Ten years only had elapsed, when a council, assembled at Jerusalem, 
decreed in opposition to one of the principal declarations of the 
Nicene Creed, that Christ is not of the same essence with the 
Father. The word ousia, or essence, soon became heretical, and 
hypostasis was substituted. ,^A great dispiite sprang up between 
the Fastern and Western Bishops, the latter contending that there 
should be three hypostases— rthe former only one. A council held 
at Sardicp, A. D. 347, resolved that there snoiild be only one both 
in the Fast and in the West; but a council at Alexandria, twenty- 
five years afterwai*ds, decreed, that there should be three. In 364, 
Apollinaris becoming the leader of a new sect against the Arians, 
denied that Christ had any occasion for a human sokI, and hence 
he was charged with maintaining that God suffered on the cross. 
Prior to this, indeed, Noetus of pmymA, in the third century, 
had maintained that the Father united 'himself to the man Christ, 
and was born and crucified with him ; — hence, the Patripassians, 
a sect not yet. extinct. Half a century has not elapsed since 


* Ben Mordecai, vol. 1, p. 393. 

t See its original form in ** Bulli 0pp.” 
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Whitakei' alleged, that the Jews crucified the God of the Patriarchs 
on Mount Calvary ; and since his day, some have been heard to 
assert, that when Christ hung on the Cross, there was no God in 
heaven ! 

Basil in 370, is said to he the first who taught the full equality 
of tlie Son to the Father — the equal deity of the Holy Ghost with 
the Father and Son had not yet been asserted ; but it was decreed 
in the second general council held at Constantinople, A.D. 381. 
Tliis new discovery was addtvl to the Nicene Creed — and thus, 
says Mosheim, This council gave the finishing touch to what 
the Council of Nice had left imperfect ; and fixed, in a full and 
determinate nlanner, the doctrine of three persons in one God.” 
He appears, however, to have forgotten, says the Rev. Mr. Scott, 
of Portsmouth, " That noilher thp hypostatic union, nor the pro- 
cession of the Holy Ghost from the Son, as well as from the Fa- 
ther, had not yet been discovered.” Pope Nicholas the First, 
A. D. 863, added the words, and the Son (filioque*) to the Nicene 
Creed. The Eastern Church wowld not receive this addition, and 
hence the Greek Trinity i^Ucss complete than that of the Roman 
and Lutheran.” 

He REJECTS it, because it, degrades the Father,f and dis- 
honours the Son. It degrades the Father, by imputing to him 
such conduct as is in opposition to ajl the sentiments and prin- 
ciples cf right and wroyg, which he has himself implanted in the 
heart of man. It makes the Son his rival, and in generosity of 
of character, his superior. It dishonours the Son by giving him 
titles and epithets which he disclaims — ^representing him as a being 
which he never affirmed himself to be — and by frequently con- 
tradicting his own plain and mojt positive declarations : — “ The 
Son,” said h% can do nothing of himself.” Nay, says Trinita- 
rianism,hc can d!b all things by his own sovereign underived power. 

Of that day and of that hour,” says Christ, knoweth no man ; 
no, not the angels which are in heaven, neither the Son, but the 
Father.” Notwithstaifding, replies Trinitarianism, he knows it 
as well as the Father himself ; for he and the Fathejj are one in 
essence. My Father,” says Christ; ‘^is greater than I.” Hcre> 


* The addition to the Nicene Creed of Jdioque was projected in the 
seventh century, and not received by the Latin Church before the ninth.*' 
Jortifta Remarks on Ecclesiastical History y vol. iii. p. 62. 

I “ All the indignities offered to the person of Christ were done to Jehovali, 
who was joined to that person, and his final sufferings on the cross deno> 
xninated him by the sentence of the law, cursed. It is false to say this is only 
applicable to the humanity of Christ, for none but Jehovah could sustain our 
execration!*’ — Abstract of Hutchinson* s Works \^S, 

This incomparable Trinitarian says, that ** the sclf-contradicting notion of 
eternal generation, has confounded the Christian faith more Uian any other 
position.”— Id. 223. , 
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RaysTrinitariaiiism, lie speaks not as a whole, and entire,” but only 
as a part of himself; aiul when he says we must not under* 
stand an individual being, as the singular pronoun I, in all other 
cases, signifies; but two beings, of one of which only, what he 
ntlcrs^ can be true ; for the other being is equal to the Fatlnn* in 
all his attributes ; and to deny it is an Arian and Socinian leprosy, 
and a soul-destroying heresy ! 


SKCTION FIFTEENTH. 

The Superior Excellence, and ck^iering ProKpects of Vniiariatihvi- 


The tTnitarian turns with d<dight from the Trinitarian h} po* 
thesis, to tlio eouteniplation of his own .siin}>Ie and sublime faith. 
Ho piuits to (‘sca})c from tlie dank fogs of a dungeon, from the 
sepulchral lamp-light, and the sorcerer’s spell, to view the ethereal 
vault, to respire the pure breeze, to hear the voice of nature, and 
enjoy the w^arm and cheering light of heaven. His soul feels 
emancipated from bondage ; and he comes forth rejoicing in (ho 
benignant smile of the Father of all. His lujart expands and 
thrills with emotions of love, to the Almighly One, liis everlasting 
benefactor and friend. In the scheme of man’s redemption, be 
beholds a scheme of ineffable love, planned by the great Author 
of good, and executed by the ministry of Ms divine Son. lie 
drinks of the whalers of salvation, flowing from the living rock, as 
an cinairation from the free grace of God, unmerited and iiiiboughV ; 
not as the purchase of a bloody sacrillce, or as right oxtoi’ted, 
by an Jnfinite price, from inexorable wrath. The supreme ex- 
altation of the Father, does not diminish the honour and glory 
which are gratefully acknowl?dgcd to he d'ue to the Son. But 
he believes that he loves and honours the Son most, when he acts 
most conformably to his prcc'^pts. He honours the Son, even as 
he honour: the Father, in reeoiving his dictates as the dictates of 
God himself. 

Unitarianism recommends itself *hy its simplicity. It ncc’ds 
no tedious ratiocination to explain or support it. It does not 
begin tvith incomprehensibility, and end with mystery. It can 
be comprehended hy babes, and understood by the illiterate. It 
is among religious creeds, what JVowtop’s system of the universe 
is among tlwj systems of other philosophers. The astronomer, 
who bad not read nature truly, was obliged 

To build,- rebuild, contrive 
To save appearances, and gird the sphere 
With centric and eccentric scribbled o’er, 

f’vrlo nnrt nT^irvrb*. nrh in nrh * ” 
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And fi)r tlie purposes of astrology, to prcsevila; 

• (* 

“ The planetary motions and aspects 
In sex tile, square and trine, and opposit 
Of noxious efficacy, and when to join 
In synod unbenign ! ” 


But when the true astronomer, the great hierophant of nature, 
comes forth to exhibit^ her Jemple from a point of view whence 
it can be fully contemplated, all confusion and irregulai'ity dis- 
appear. Uiiitarianism has no phenomena, for the explanation of 
which she is obliged to have recourse to invention. Slie renuires 
no contrivance save appearances. But true to the principles of 
sound philosophy, she docs not'Uidmit two causes where onq will 
sullicc. Her sysU^ni is consentaneous to the laws of nature and 
revelation — ^^sim]do,as it is gi'and — harmonious, as it is magnificent. 
God is tin; centre from which all beauty and order emanate; 
around which, all lights nwolve* the great jirirne mover; the un- 
wearied dispenser of life and happiness to men, to angels, and 
('Very order of animated being. 

The Unitarian is more sti'ongly armed by a single shaft from 
the armoury of divine truth, than Trinitarianism witli all the 
wcajmns she can collect from the same store ; for in her hands 
they ai‘o powerless, I'cfusc to ho wielded in her cause, and turn 
their edge against lier own bosom. As to the tri])lc mail of 
liithers, councils, and liuman legislatures, in which she chooses to 
array herself*, it shivers like glass beneath a single stroke of the 
sword of the spirit, avliich is the word of (ickI. A single text. 

There is onjc God, and there i« none other but he,*’ Mark xii. 32, 
is fatal to bar system. It subverts her councils, and turns her 
gravest dclihcratioiis to folly. Powerfid as tlie jn'ldilc fnnn the 
sling of David, it sjnitcs through her forehead, and penetrates her 
.sensoriurn. ^ ^ 

Uiiitarianism “ lias a superior tendency to form an elevated 
religious character." ^'his has been demonstrated liy Channing 
in a sermon of superlative excellence ; — he observes tr^ly, 

“ That It promotes piety by presenting to the mind onf; supreme spirit, to 
whom all religious homage mustlJh paid — by admitting no divided worship— 
by opening the mind to new and ever-enlarging views of God — and especi- 
ally by the hi^i place it assigns to piety in the character and w'ork ot* Jesus 
Christ,** • * • * We deem our views cf .Jesus Christ mnre interesting than 
those of Trinitarianism# We feel tliat we should lose much by exchanging 
the distinct character and mild radiance, with winch he oilers himself to our 
minds, for the confused and irrcconcil cable glories witli which that system 
labours to invest him. According to Unitarianism, he is a being who may 
be understood — be is one mind — one conscious nature. According to tlie 
opposite faith, he is an inconceivable compound of two dissimilar minds— 
joining in one person a finite and infinite nature — a soul weak and ignorant, 
and a soul almighty and omniscient; and is such a being a proper object for 
human thought and aflTcction ? ’‘ * 



128 


The same eloquent and powerful writer^ shrews that it promotes 
))iety, by meeting tlic wants of man as a sinner, 

“ The wants of man may be expressed almost in one word ; — he 
wants assurariccs of mercy in his Creator,— -he wants pledges that God is 
love in its purest form ; that is, that he has a goodness so disinterested, free, 
full, strong, and immutable, that the ingratitude, and disobedience of his 
creatures cannot overcome it. This unconquerable love, which in Scripture 
is denominated grace, and which waits not for merit to call it forth, but flows 
out to the most guilty, is the sinner's only hope, and is fitted to call forth 
the most devoted gratitude. Now, this grace, or mercy, of God, which seeks 
the lost,^ and receives and blesses the reluming child,* is proclaimed by that 
faith which we advocate, with a clearness and energy which cannot be sur- 
passed. Unitarianisin will not listen for a moment to the common errors, by 
which this bright attribute is obscureil, It wilj not hear of a vindictive wTath 
in God, which must be quenched by blood; or of a justice, which binds his 
mercy with an iron chain, until its demands are satisfied to the full. It will 
not hear that God needs any foreign influence to awaken his mercy, but 
teaches that the yearnings of the kindest human parent towards a lost child, 
arc but a faint image of God's deep and overflowing compassion towards 
erring man, Tlie essential and unchangeable propensity of the divine mind 
to forgiveness, the Unitarian beholds shining forth through the whole word 
of God, and especially in the mission and revelation of Jesus Christ, who 
lived and died to make manifest the inexhaustible plenitude of divine grace; 
and aided by revelation, he sees this attribute of God every where, both around 
him and within him,” ‘ 

Compared with other systems of divinity, which have been 
fabricated by general councils, synods, and assemblies Of divines, 
how beautiful, how glorious, how truly evangelical is Unitarianism ? 
Yes; this is the true Gospel of the holy Jesiis — the glad tidings 
which it was worthy of a God of’ infinite benevolence to inspire, 
and of the Son of God to preach and proclaim. What is Calvin- 
ism ? ^ A hideous superstition, breathing tidings of wo, and utter- 
ing curses both loud and deep. While Unitarianism exalts, libe- 
rates, cheers, and rectifies, av,d strengthens,pvery moral and every 
intellectual power— Calvinism debases, enslaves, terrifies, and 
shakes the nfiiud “from her j>ropriety.” The one contemplates 
God as father universal, and as actuated by parental love to 
all tlie children of men — as their bounteous benefactor — their 
unchangeable friend. The other dreads him as a tyrant, sanguinary, 
inexorable, and remorseless ; partial in his favour to a chosen 
few ; merciless, as he is omnipotent, in his ire again8t>the rejected 
many. “ God is love,” says Unitarianism. — “ God is toratky'* 
says Calvinism, fierce, burning, imjnitigablo wrath. Christ, says 
Unitarianism, is the good shepherd, who leads his flock to green 
pastures and living streams — the well-beloved of the Father — the 
faithful messenger of his mandates — the victor over death and the 
grave — “ the author of eternal .salvation to all who obey him.^' 
Christ, says Calvinism, is God — the second God of the Trinity, 
who died a victim to the vengeance of the first God — the Son 
who was offered up a ^>acrificc to the iiitiiiilc wrath of th^ Father, 
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not for ilic salvatiryi of all who ohoy him, hut of a fow prc- 
desthied to eternal life before* the world began, without any 
foresight of faith or godd works, or perseverance in either of 
them.”* Unitariaiiism beholds the universe around us, with all 
its magnificent phenomena, as a demonstration of *the power, 
wisdom, and goodness of the benignant Parent of all. Calvinism 
regards the world as a mass of deformed ruins, stamped in all its 
regions and ip all its creatures, — from the highest elevations, to 
the lowest depths — fro^ tho ^lichen to the cedar — from the gnat 
an<l minnow, to the elephant and leviathan, — witli a black inde- 
lible curse, ^^he one regards man as an accountable agent — ac- 
countable, however, for no transgressions hut his own ; endowed 
with reason and conscience, with moral and intellectual powers, 
with benevolent princip?es, capable both of thinking and acting 
virtuously, and of rising to an unlimited degree of improvement 
and hajipiness. The other represents him as a mass of inveterate 
depravity, to the IiearPs-oore corrupt ; in his best tlioughts, and in 
Jiis best actions, vicious ; pnd, ifi consequence of Adam’s offence, 
justly doomed to the torments of perdition. The one approaches 
God in the confidence of prayer, with filial reverence and love, 
saying as the Saviour taught, ‘*ouii Father and from a heart 
swelling with veneration and gratitude, pours forth praise and 
thanks^ving to the great Bestower, for his free, unpurchased, and 
unmentod, bounties. • The other app^naches in the attitude of a 
coward and a slave ; or, as one of the tribe has expressed it, as a 
condemned cBiiminal, with a halter round his neck, to vilify human 
nature before its Creator, as incorrigibly wicked ; and instead of 
acknowledging and Appreciating the free grace and mercies of him, 
who giveth us all things freely to enjoy, it considers even the 
favours rcsJrvivl for the elected few, as an ungracious boon — a 
right purchased by the bloody sacrifice of the Son of God. The 
one comes as the minister of peace — as an angel of salvation, with 
acts of amnesty, witj^ invocations repent, with assurances of 
pardon, with cheering hopes and consolatory promises, with truth, 
with liberty, with inspirations of iiitmortality and jdy. The other 
comes as a herald of wo — as the high priestess of Moloch, whose 
vengeance, though once satisfied with blood, still demands new 
victims; she comes with scowling visage, lank, lean, and ferocious — 
with threats and imprecations — witli creeds and confessions of 
faith — witir heart-probers and inquisitors^ cliains, and slavery. 
The one woukl people heaven with thousands and niillions of 
happy spirits from the east and the west, the north and the south — 
from every tribe and denomination, ^fhe other, having mono- 
polized the skies for its own little corporation of the elect, de- 
iigfitcth to blow the unquenchable five, and warm the brimstone bath 
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to cbnllitioii, u>r ail the rent of mankind, on whom it hurls inccssafiS 
volleys of snlplmrous t^mnder, and precipitates, in legions upon 
legions innumerable, to the infernal uhyes. Lavish of damnation 
to others, it cannot always guard its own chosen ones against the 
terrors of the fiery gulf. Tlie images on which they have gloated 
during life, liaunt them fearfully at the liour of dissolution. Tliat 
hour which the Unitarian contemplates witii pious resignation to 
the divine wdll, and with joyous anticipation of celestial bliss, is 
often regarded by the Calvinist with an^guish and despair. His 
<leatb-bed becomes the scene of inexpressible, inconeeivable 
horrors. One who has witnessecl them, and who has a riglit to 
speak from having had “ painful demonstration of‘ the rnischielb 
produced by Calvinism, in the name of Christianity,^^ says, ‘‘ Re- 
collections of this description an* on my mind which can never be 
erased. 1 have seen the anxious mother staiid by the cradle of 
her sick and suffering child, and doubt the salvation of her own 
infant if it expired. 1 have seen men, wlio believed that theiv 
day of grace was past ; that iliero was no room for repentance left 
for them upon the earth, and who were, eonsequently, driven to 
despondency, to gloom, and to repeated attempts at self-destruc- 
tion, 1 have stood by tlie bed-side of the dying and sincere, 
hut not consistent believer in these creeds, and 1 have lieard his 
screams of anguish in the anticipation of a speedy dismission to 
the torment of eternal fires. I have stood by tlie bed-side of the 
infidel, and have seen hinf departing this life, strong in his in- 
fidelity, because he could not believe, that any bejjng, deserving 
of veneration, would act as orthodoxy told him that God, whose 
name is love, did,’'^ Such are the genuine'^efi’eets of Calvinism. 
Let its mibiakeii and deluded vetaries read and tremble, and as 
they value their happiness, hasten to abjure their jmiVious, demo- 
ralizing, heart-rending creeds; — let them turn to Unitmianisin — 
from darkness to light — from the power of Satan unto God, and 
then will they begin to have just percej)|^ou of tlie beauty, and 
a true feeling of the beatifying power of Gospel truth. 

As UnitaKdiiism possesses so many incontestible claims to pre- 
ference, being the religion of reason, common sense, and the 
Bible, it may be asked why it has not been more extensively 
diffused? We ask, in reply, why not Christianity in general 
diffused more widely ? Why did the fjjse dixit of Aristotle pre- 
vail 80 long in the schools, in defiance of sound philosophy ? Why 
are the steps of civilization so slow, and the discoveries of science 
known only to so small a minority of the human race ? Why 
does the genius of despotism continue in so many countries, to 
crush the rights and liberties of man ? Why has tradition been 


• Speech of the Rev. Mr. Fox, at the Meeting of the British and Foreigi^ 
Unitarian Association, hel<J in Manchester, June 1 B 30 . 
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SO suceossrully employed in rendering the coniniaiidnients of God 
ineffectual ? And ‘Vhy <lo tlipse who eptalt the suprcnnacy of 
Scripture, belie tludr professions by the substitution of unluillovved 
creeds of human invention ? The llefovmation was long in making 
its appearance, and since it has appeared, wdiy ilid it ever bcKiome 
stationary or rotiogrado ? In the Synod of Ulster, at this day, its 
principles are neither acteil on, nor understood. This is the 
condemnation, that light has come into the world, and men lov<i 
darkness ratlfer than light, Iicwise their deeds are evil” As to 
Unitarianisni, the marvel is, not that it is so confined, but so ex- 
tended, maugre the multifarious obstacl<*s by wbicb its ])rogreHs has 
been obstrncibd. It is among the ordinances of a prohationaiy 
state, that virtue sliall be o])|>osed by vice, and truth by falsehood. 
Unitariaiiism must «!Xp(v t, and, should always be pn*])are(l to 
ineet the hostilities of I’olytlieistic creeds. The gods of the Am- 
monites, Moabites, and Zidonians; Moloch, Mammon, and Belial; 
Aslitaroth, Chemosh, and Milcom, arrayed themselves against it, 
among the .Tews ; and the passifiiis which tljo.se idols represente<l, 
have been equally hostile lo it among Christians ; the worship of 
groves and images, under the old dispensation ; pride, avarice, 
ambition, and spiritual wickedness in high places, under tlje new. 
It has been obscured — almost buried and lost, beneath a mass of 
superstition ; argued against by the <|ubtle, crushed by the strong, 
ami anathematized by.t}n3 bigoted ; reviled, tortured, and robbed. 
It is passed by with contempt by the sanctimonious Pharisee, ex- 
cluded from the wealthy synagogue of tlie lordly Sadducce, and 
branded with the iiame.s of leprosy, infidelity, deism, and enmity 
to God.* But it b«,s always possessed a mind conscious of its 
o,WTi rectitude, and a holy reliance on the eternal One, whose name 
it delightethrto honour. Its spirit is immortal; — it may be re- 
pressed, but never extinguished — ‘‘ persecuted, but not forsaken — 


• Every man who writes in support of it, may be almost Certain of having 
not only his literary and religious, but his moral character assailed and 
calumniated bj Calvinism. If he escape with being accused siihply of want 
of candour, and not of downright forgery and falsehood,'* he may deem him- 
self fortunate. An honext revicw'of any composition of an Unitarian author, 
by an orthodox critic, would be a strange anomaly in the history of criticism. 

Let die EiiTectic Reviewer, tf he ^ires, answer the challenge of “ tlic 
Watchman,” in the Monthly Repository, for November 1830, to discuss the 
question of the unity and supremacy of the Father. The pages of the Re- 
pository offer him a fair fie'kVfor tfic contest. But will he accept it ? Wc 
venture to answer, no. And from what cause ? Consciou.s imbecility. 

• 

Tutius cst, igitiir, contendere vohis 
Quani pugnare manu 

Safer for him to shoot poisoned arrows from his secret den, than to conic 
manfully into the field with tlic honest weaponsV)f war. 



cast down, but not destroyed.*’ It may be lilenccd by clamour, 
never overcome’ by argument — liarassed by Test and Corpora- 
tion Acts, never deprived of communion with God, — it is driven 
from courts,^ and finds an asylum in heaven. 

Unitarians are charged with blindness, obstinacy, leprosy, and 
soul- destroying heresy, because they do not follow some of the 
more popular forms of religion. With equal reason should they 
be censured for being able “to ajpbrd to keep a conscience.*’ 
There are Unitarians who, in learning ailJ piety, are not behind 
the very chiefest of the apostles of Trinitarianism. Their in- 
tellects arc not less acute, nor is their love of truth less sincere 
Wherefore should they be attached to error ? What system have 
they to support at the expense of the smallest tittle of their in- 
tegidty? Unitarian ism has no patronage ; she is no favourite with 
the titled few, or the fame-hestowing many ; the world, and the 
world’s law are against her ; if sho were of the world, and could 
fashion her doctrines to the depraved public taste — did she excite 
sensations, instead of inculcating principles, sho would be less 
calumniated, and more kindly received. She has not even a church, 
or any thing which the mitred hierarchs of the land could properly 
condescend to call a church ; she has only the pure religion of the 
Gospel. From this she learns, or should learn, to bear the slights 
and discourtesies to which she is often exposed, and the bitterness, 
clamour, and wrath, with which she is constantly pursued. In 
this she may read of one, who esteemed the reproach of Christ 
greater riches than the treasures of Egypt.** Ilerchi also she may 
remember to have read of one, who taught tl^e pcoj)le standing on 
the shore, from a fisherman’s boat ; and who, as he sat on the 
green sward of a mountain-top, beneath the clear blue §ky, with the 
people congregated around him, delivered a discourse not inferior 
in beauty, pathos, and sound divinity (in the opinion of some* 
judges at least) to the most elaborate, episcopal composition of 
modern times. The instructions of that le*ucber, she doubts not, 
were as efficacious as if they had been delivered from the Papal 
Throne, in full convocation of the clergy; and the devotions of 
the people* as acceptable to the Father of all, as if they had risen 
from beneath the fretted vault, or been re-echoed through the 
long-drawn aisles of the most magiiificent cathedral. She may 
remember farther, to have seen it written, that all disciples of 
Jesus were once assembled at Jerusalem in an upper-room ; and 
may wish to be informed what, at that time, constituted the 
church of Christ ; or if the disciples, having nothing which their 


* 5o?ne, not all — for the Saviour’s Sermon on the Mount, appears to others 

of more sublimated taste, a piece of good morality, indeed, but destitute of 
Avhat they can properly call religion; nothing to be compared to their own 
empyrean rhapsodies f C 
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sacerdotal Mightinccecs of the Jewish temole, could properly de- 
nominate a church, were in tKe same condition then, as their 
Unitarian brethren are nbw. 

Unitarians lay no claim to infallibility ; but tliey dp with the 
greatest coniidenoe deny that thejt are under any temptation 
whatsoever to tamper with the conscientious dictates of their own 
minds ; unless it be to forsake the principles of their profession, 
for others which are more pojpular and fashionable, and which 
may prove more lucrative. There are temptations enough to 
induce such of them as would aspire to power and place, to 
abandon their 4iith ; none wliich the worldly-wise will applaud, 
to attach them to it. Those who would proselyte'Unitarians have 
every thing to assist them, except truth and the Gospel. 

What but the strongest conviction can bind them to their un- 
popular belief? Overcome that conviction — prove to their satis- 
faction that they are in a wrong path, and they will join the many 
who have entered by the broad g^te, and are crowding along the 
royal high -way. Shew them a religion, with credentials from 
heaven, more beautiful and more easily comprehended than their 
own, more influential on human conduct, and more adapted to the 
wants, the hopes, the wishes, and all the lofty and holy aspirings 
of the immortal sonl, and bo assured^ they are not such enemies 
to their own good, as to refuse its adoption. They stand on the 
^•ight of private judgment, and this right with them is not a name, 
but a reality. 

Much is sakl and written now-a-days in bebalf of this right, 
particularly by some of those who are endeavouring to proselyte 
the Church of Rome. Mr. Maguire seems to contemplate many 
of their decls^'ations respecting it as a complete fallacy ; for they 
allow the right t\) be exercised only till it leads to the rejection of 
the Papal authority, and then it must cease. The Churoh of 
Rome herself allows a similar right until you have adopted her 
as your spiritual guid<5;' but from tlikt instant your right is no 
more. Your understanding has performed its office, and is thence- 
forth, as some worn-out or hurtful instrument, to be thrown away. 
You have seen enough, and must quietly submit to h2ive your 
eyes put out. The process of some of our Reformers is not very 
dissimilar. They not only allow — they imperatively insist on the 
frenuent perusal of the Scriptures ; but then you must read them 
with the spectacles of Athanasius or Calvin ; or should you hap- 
pen to take a glance with your own eyes, and get more expanded 
views of the perfections of God and his divine dispensations, you 
are immediately stigmatized as a leper and a heretic ; — you must 
bo ent off from “ the covenanted mercies of God,”* and doomed 


* Will it be believed, in im age to come, that thc)|'c arc orators in this our 
day, who clf^ss invincible error with presumptuous transgression ; and mo- 
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to dwell for ever in that dire abode^ over whasc gate is written, 

Lasciate ogni speranzot voi, Jic 'ntrate. 

** All hope abaadoA yc who eiittr here.” 

Mankind, however, are beginning to shew ^tne symptoms of 
uneasinesss, even under the mitigated yokes of Popery reformed. 
Having once learned to exercise the rights of free-born men, they 
will not suffer their minds to be enslaved by the usurped authority 
of predestinating liberators and Jesuitical' saints. Mr. Pope him- 
self exhibits some restiveness, and in his curvetings has shaken 
off a few of the “ Articles” that were too oppressive to be borne. 
Let him fearlessly dash all his fardels to the ground, and asserting 
the liberty wherewith Christ has made him free, resolve to he 
under spiritual servitude to none hut to one who said, that his 
yoke was easy, and his burden light.” 

There is some hope tliat this admonition will be followed ; for 
Mr. Pope says, he trusts that the result of his discussion with 
Mr. Maguire may he, that wc shall thfow the Fathers overboard, 
and sailing in the ark of the living God, the holy Scriptures, 
launch out upon the great ocean of religious truth.** * In this 
wish, the Unitarian most heartily joins ; and along with the Fa- 
thers, in order to render thp bark light and buoyant, he would 
throw out their whole offspring, both spurious and legitimate — the 
Westminster Confession of Faith — the Niceno and Athanasian 
Creeds — a thousand folios of Scholastic Divinity and dogmatic 
Theology — huge bales of Magazines, falsely entitled Evangelical — 
all war-denouncing ecclesiastical “ Charges’’ — reams of (leclama- 
tions against good works — the sanctimonious cant by which for- 
tunes and titles, with the “silly women” appended « to thcip, are 
led captive — the impious declarations of fanatics^ that nature is 
undef the curse of God ; and the uncharitable invectives against 
their neighbours, misnamed sermons, and headed with the appro- 
priate text, “ Curse yc Meroz — curse ye \fitterly the inhabitants 
thereof.** iat all such trumpery be “ shouldered** and sliovelled 
out ; — down let it sink, ten thousand fathoms deep ! — as long as 


dottly affirm, that if after the most painful and sincere investigation of tlic 
truth, we have the misfortune to adopt an erroneous bcliei ; i. c. a belief 
different from that which tlicy advocate, wc hare nothing to expect but head* 
long precipitation into the fiery gulf, 

“ There to converse with everlasting groans, 

Unrespited, unpitied, unreprieved, 

Ages of hopeless end ? ” 


Hard fate of involuntary ignorance ! Such wa« not the spirit of him who 
prayed, “ Father, forgive them, for they know not wliat they dp.** 

* ZMscussion, p. 45. ^ 
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it remains on board, it will impede the moUon of the vessel, em- 
barrass the movements of those who shouUf work her, and keep 
up the continued cry of danger. 

Mr. Maguire boasts of an infallible remedy for putting the 
Unitarian to silence ; does he also ir^imate his mode of applying 
it, when he says, he would take him by the throat?’* If he has 
sufficient energy in his grasp, this mode would, no doubt, succeed, 
when the senile babblings of tradition, and the arrogant preten- 
sions of church authority,* would only provoke laugliter and con- 
tempt. But the Unitarian has no apprehension of being so roughly 
handled, defended as he is, on one side, by reason, Scripture, and 
common sense ; and on the other, by the shiehl of the British 
Constitution.” With these allies in the fair field of argument, 
he dreads not the gfasp of any Tritheistic man of Gath, nor the 
gauntlets of a hundred-lianded Briareus of Polytheism. 

I^et Unitarianism profit by the concessions which have been 
granted to her, and come forth in b^pr panoply of truth, conquering 
and to conquer. A new and a brighter era in her history has 
arrived. Men of learning, piety, and first-rate talents, are begin- 
ning to exalt their voice most audjbly in her behalf. Many erudite 
divines, who, like Lindsey, Priestley, and Belsham, were early im- 
bued with Trinitarian principles, have a^so, like them, overcome the 
prejudices of education, ^and had the magnanimity to turn from 
lying vanities, to worship and serve the one only living and true 
God. Her doctrine is making rapid progress in England ; and, 
without boasting of a prophetic spirit, we venture to predict, that 
it will go on with accejerating speed ; — let its tacit converts only 
assume courage to brave the scowl of orthodoxy, and stand up 
manfully as its advocates. It has passed tlie Tweed, and in 
iScotlan^d is proceeding with firm and steady pace. In Edinburgh 
it has found a permanent asylum ; and in due time, we doubt hot, 
that city will add to her renown; by the adoption of a faitli more 
worthy of her intellectival character, hiid more accordant to the 
soul-enlarging truths of inspiration, tlian the dark a»d illiberal 
metaphysics of lier popular creed. (jMasgow, one of the darkest 
dens of Calvinism, has been cheered by the celestial light of 
'Unitarian Cljristianity. There the Ilev. J. Yate5 has bad the 
glory of proclaiming its truth-^of combating successfully, in its 
behalf, and causing its enemies to ipiail. There the Rev. G. 
Harris is fighting “ the good fight of faith” — foiling the insolence 
of rampant bigotry, and sending forth his able “ Christian Pioneers’* 
to prepare the way of truth, and'lay a bright and trenchant axe 
to the roots of the tree of ebrruption. The sour and melancholy 
gloom, which a misanthropic creed had spread over the counte- 
^Oiances of the good people of Glasgow, and which excited the 
wonder of the celebrated philosopher Reid, when ho first com- 
menced his academical labours in that city, is beginning to he dis- 
pelled before the beams of a cheering cvange!A;al faith. The holy 
flame has been kindled in Dundee, aiul there, we trust, it will 
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burn for ages with iqf reusing sglendour. it lias flashed upon 
Greenock, and we do not despair of its piercing even tlie dense 
cloud that bangs over Paisley, and imparting light and joy to those 
** who are sitting in darkness, and the shadow of death.** Ireland 
has felt and owned its infliienw? from north to south ; — ^intolerance 
and persecution have promoted the cause which they conspired, 
with the Synod of Ulster, to crush. We owe them much for 
having roused to vigorous exertioij, the spirit of a Montgomery, 
a Porter, a Mitchel, an Alexander, a Blakely, and a Glendy. 
Those pure-minded Christian men, with the other “ Remon- 
strants,** must feel happy in their separation from the hypocritical 
cant, the Pharisaical grimace, and the Presbyterian Popery, which 
they had so long to endure, while in connexion with the vene- 
rable Synod. Long may they enjoy the apprpbation which they 
have merited and won from the wise and good ; with the proud 
consciousness of having acted as became the disciples of him, who 
is the way, the truth, and the life ;** and widely may they extend 
the hallowed power of those Christian principles, in defence of 
which they have so heroically stood ! Dr. Bruce, of Belfast, has 
spoken with a force of argument, an elegance of style, and know- 
' ledge of Scripture, worthy the reprobation of Calvinism. Why is 
Vindex so long silent ? He has given us only enough of his racy 
letters^ to stimulate our relish for more. The Rev. W. Porter 
has served the cause of truth, by strangling the viperous calum- 
nies which followed inm into his quiet retreat, and by exposing 
Pharisaical malignity and falsehood, to the merited indignation of 
every honest man. The Pastor, of Muneyrea, who has long taken 
his post in the van of Bible Christianity, stilT continues to present 
an invincible front to its enemies. The Rev. Mr. Hunter, of 
Bandon, on evil times, though fallen,’* maintains fiis post with 
clieeffulness and intrepidity : and in Cork, a Unitarian Christian 
Society has been formed under the auspices of a number of ladies 
and lay gentlemen of high respectability their rank in society, 
but still higlier by their moral and intellectual attainments, by a 
more generous zeal, and a far more intimate knowledge of Scrip- 
ture, than are to be often found in a sacerdotal stole. Long may 
they flourish, happy, /ree, and independent ! Dublin could boast 
of an Emlyn once ; an Emlyn whu, with a courage like that of 
the ancient martyrs, dared to stand alone and assei;t his faith, in 
defiance of cruel persecution, the fine, and the gaol. She could 
also boast of some illustrious examples of men, who ** counted all 
things but loss for the excellency af*tho knowledge of Jesus 
Christ our Lord,** a Mather, a Veal, and a Norbury, Fellows of 
Trinity College, who, with Winter, the Provost, resigned their 
situations, ratlier than ' suffer their consciences to be either 


I’ublishcd in the Christian Pioneer. 
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Mvelchod or cuvtaiftd on .Procrustentx 1)1^ 

Slio had an Ahcrncthy, a^Duchal, a Mcars, and a laland, nim 
Wrtvc ‘^as tlie sons of Uod without rebuke, in tin;, midst of a 
crooked and perverse nation, amongst whom they shoiy; as JigJifs 
* in the world.” In our own time,* C-atholicus A'i:ri;s hns 


spoken with a voice most sweet and eloijneni. Would that it 
were raised a.gain to a liigher note, and like a trumpet make the 
welkin ring ! 'ITerc, as in Co^k, a Unitarian Cdiristian ►Society 
has been formed, by the 'Exertion of some individuals, who stand 
high in the scale of civic respectability, and mental cultivation. 
1’hey have opoi^ed a friendly correspondence with their Im'tliren 
in Eiif^land, and establislicd a Repository for such publications as 
tliey dec'in best calculated ,t,o proinoto ovan^clical truth. ^I'bey 
liave amoiiir them Wd(*altb, influence, tabmt, learning, and biL!;b 
moral integrity ; and these, if liberally and energetically employed 
in the best and noblest of causes, must evcntnaily succeed in jno- 
moling their desired object. Jjet them ])(^ only constant and 
zealous in their endeavours, by frequent nuuMings, by mutual ex- 
hortation, by circulating tracts, and encouraging every ed’ort in 
their behalf, both of the pulpit and tlu‘ ])ress ; and fear not, that 
under a gracious Providence, they will be mainly instrumental 
in advancing the interests of true religion. In propoi tion as llu; 
S<n-ij)turr,‘s arc read and ^understood, and as men learn to iliink 
and judge for tliemselves, must the ndgu of superstition and 
idolatry be brought nearer and nearer to a close. 

Abroad, Unittiriaiiism is spreading like the light of heaven. 
The mountains and \yillies of Switzerland are re-echoing her 
halleluiahs, while IVIalan and lus^fanatics are liowling a funeral 
dirge over tlm ** lifeless carcass” of Calvinism.* The erudite 
.Urahminin the East has commenced her liosaniia to the Son of 


f)avid, and proclaimed that Jehovah is One. But we must turn 
to fhe hiTid beyond the western ocean, to the land of the h arned 
aikd pious Clianning, t(t*sec how she c^n triumph when she has 
an ()j>en arena, and is not opposed by hxshion, worldly interests, 
and those inveterate prepossessions of castom and education, which 
chain men to Popery and Calvinism in Europe. Half a*cen tiny 
has not elajised, since sho could not boast of more than one con- 
gregation in that great division df the globe — now she has many ; j- 
may it soon h(^ all her own 1 She is rapidly progressing, and 
scattering wide the good seed of the W ord, which, in due season. 


( 

The priestlings of Moloch are loud in their wail, 

* And liie idols are broke in the temple of lioal, 

And the* might of Cahnn smote denvn by tlie word, 

Hath melted as snow at the glance of the Lord.” 

■t A gentleman, junt arrived from America, has informed the author, 
that ill H6ston alone, there are fourteen congregations of Unitarian Chris- 
tians— 
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will shoot uhovo all, the noxioi^.s tares that w-oiild im{>e(le it*; 
growth. In that new workl, the prgjiulices of Europe ihid no 
appropriate soil. There the religi(uis mind has room to expand, 
unchecked by the hligliting influences of established eiTor. There 
Calvinism will cease to cast its iK^it-withering shade, to exhale 
its azotic effluvia, or encumber the ground with its jagged and 
[Husonous ro(Us. Triuitariauism will he cleared away by the 
si(!klc and the lioo of true labourers in the vineyard of the Lord ; 
for ** every plant, ' saith our blessed Saviour, ‘‘ which my heavenly 
Father liath not planted, shall be rooted up.” It must, therefore, 
he extirpated from all Christian ground, and tin; religion of tin? 
Hedecmer produce itsgenniiiefruits — '*love, joy, peace, long -sufli'r- 
ing, gentleness, goodness, faitli^ meekn**ss, tempijrance.” Tliiise are 
the true fruits ot Christian principles; and it is written, '‘by 
their fruits yo shall know them ” Then.' it has been ealeidatJid, 
that seven-<‘ighths of the Society of Friimds have renounced the 
doctrine of .the Trinity.* The '' Christians, ”f the Universalists, 
and the Congregational Unitarians are, every day, becoming 
more and more niinn'rous; and besides tlu'se, tliere are many 
ivho are ivtdl known “ to c}iei;ish our opinions, having drawn 
them from Scripture, and matured them in their owm thoughts, 
without knowing that they Jiarboured the heri'sy of IJnitarianism.” 
All North America is turning to the lyorship of the only living 
and true God ; — soon may tlie universal conversion he complete ! 
Then shall ** the wilderness and solitary place be glad ; and the 
desert shall rejoice and blossom as the rose i-it, shall blossom 
ahundantly, and rejoice (*en with joy ami singing * * * * they 
shall see the glory of the liOi^l, and the excellency of our (Jod.” 


♦ “ It mny not be generally known, that since the beginning of the preseiit 
century, there has sprung up Hi this country a very nut»ic*rous sect, who, 
abjuring al' distinctive names, call themselves the Christian Denominutioii. 
Originally they were Seceders .from the Presbyterian, the naptist/ilie Me- 
thodist bodies ; — uf course, they were all nominally 'IViniturians, having been 
educated in that doctrine. The doctrine, however, was soon canvassed, 
brougl'.t to the test of revelation, and iiniverwilly rejected, w ilh all its conco- 
initaut doctrines, as unseriptiiral. Within 5i?5 years, their grow th has been 
wonderful, particularly in the Western States of the Union, and cliiefly among 
the comm<m people, 'I'hey have now 500 ministers, from 700 to 1,000 
churches, and they number about ^00,000 jx^rsons, who have embraced their 
principles and doctrines. One of their principal preachers says, * We are 
evangelical Unitarians in preaching, and applying the Unitariati doctrine; and 
it is this mode of preaching and applying il, which has crowned our labours, 
with such a rich harvest; it is this which gives us access to the 
who constitute the greatest part of our congregations.’ ’’-—See an Americajj^ 
Tract, entitled “ Evangelical Unitarianism adapted to the l*oor and Unlearn- * 
eJ:” Mon. Ilep, Oct. 1S30, p. 700. 

f This is stated on the authority of one of their own body, a gentleman 
of Philadelphia, of kn6w n veracity and candour, now on a visit to Dublin. 
Nov. 1830. 
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Kiicli intflligonc ■•is c xiiilamting to llic frioiit^s of tj no Vt-ligion \a. 
lioiiio. Lot iheni not (U'spair ;-l-ihe great Hcfonnalioii lias coin- 
nunu*(!d, and if they will dend their aid, it will go prosjicroiislv 
forward. The authors of the last licfonnation only half execuUMl 
I heir task. They did much, but more remains to be done. They 
did all that could reasonably l)e expected of men emerging froiii 
midnight shades, and awakening from a profound slumber : hut 
their vision, long hahituuted to darkness, could not hear llic full 
radiance of Gospel truth. i Tlie^ still hovered on the coniines of 
tlieir ancient haunts. They wanted the eagle eve and the eagle 
pinion that cou)d sustain and direct them, in more elevated flights 
towards the Sun of Righteousness. It is left to men of the jire- 
tsent and coming age to complete the task which they began ; to 
esiahlish the doctrine ol th^ ai\ ine“ unity ; and make the religion 
o| the Bible the only ixdigion in the world.* liCt Mr. Pope employ 
his talents in promoting this design — discntliral his mind from the 
s])iritnal chains by wdiicli it has been conlined — lake more en- 
larged view's ol nature — (how can a mind like his admit the mons- 
trous idea tliat nature is under the curse of her Ch'(;ator P) and 
adopt more expanded sentiments of Providence, and Revelation, 
and more w'orthy of the name alid j>rofession of him, wlio has 
taught such heart-touching lessons of the inexhanstihlc benevo- 
ieneo ol his and oiir heavenly Fatlicr, Vho feeds the fowls of the 
air, and llothcs the lilie.^of llu^ li(‘Id ; who causes his sun to shine, 
and his rain to fall, on the unthankful and the evil. Instead ol 
P‘*rsistirig in a,fruith‘ss advocacy of (lie unscri)>tnral doctrine 
v. hicli he lias espoused, let liiin dar<^ to hedome a champion in the 
■cause ol truth. AVhiihy, Walts, l' Li^lsey, Tlohinsun of Cam- 

* “ We have been (old by the neatest ciiPmpion of Popery in om* own 
iiines, that Unitarian -j are of all Prolestanti lli#no.st consistent, and carry tlie 
principles of the llefoniiatiou to the fullest extent;^ and iti this declaraiioji, 
though inteiidoil by its author as the bitterest *|^untf we sn t iiowledge a truth, 
bile we despise u riieer. The orthodox IVotest^nt, who lias come to the 
contest, expecting an easy triuJU})li over the Calliflic, by proviii^o him how 
little of his creed is found in Scripture, will be staggercii when Catholic 
proves to liini in his turn, how little of his own can be derived from it. lie 
will lind that he can escape froin the admission oj’ transubstautiatiuii^ only by 
that plea of figurative langutige which the Unitarian takes up to prove, that 
a great deal of the popular theology is built on tigures of speecli, never de- 
signed by those w'llo used them tv) be taken in a, literal sense,** 

Obstacles to the Ditfusion of Unitarian ism. A Sermon, by John Kcmick, 
INI. A. ra)ndon, 1827. 'I’lie autlior recommends this Sermon to the serious 
])ernsal of his readers, as pious^ learned, cifK|uent-~ and to the friends of 
Oospol truth, cheering and consmatory, 

f 'flip IJuitarianism of Watts is disputed. No wonder. Tlic hymns 
.nTitten by him when a young poet, tire too full of ( alvini.sm for their author 
•to be easily given tip by the advocatcii of that heart-withering system. Watts 
wv)uld have purged them of their unchristian sentiments; but thc'y had be- 
come tlie property of liooksellers, wh# would not snfl’^T tlicir popularity to be 

» j Lingaid’s Tracts, ( 1820) pp. 12— lo2. 
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l)ri(|o;e, aiul a host of others, who have writteiii and written ns ^vcll 
as men could write in support ol false principles, have at last 
discovered their error, and with magnanimity to avow it, turned 
to the worship of the One God. If Mr. Pope and Mr. Maguire 
AVonld follow their great exat;!^ple, each Avonld Avin a more perma- 
nent, and more glorious Avreath of triumph, than will over bii 
gained by the victory of one corniptiou of Christianity over 
another. 


injured by such a purgation. A letter, quoted hy the late Rer. and learned 
Samuel Merivalc, of Exeter, to Dr. PrieatUy at Leeds, exhibits the most 
authentic account of Dr. Watts’s hast sentiments concerning the person 
of Christ; from which it appears, that in Dr. IjARDNkii's estimation, Dr. 
Watts became, in the strict and proper sense of the word “ an Unitarian.” 
The reader who wishes for further Natisfaction, may see a letter of Lardner’s 
on the subject, in Relsbam’s Life of Lindsey, pp. 220, 221. In this letter 
be states, that “ Dv. Watts's last thovyhts u'ere completely Unitarian," 

It is mucli to be lamented that Dr. Watts’s papers were not preserved and 
published, that they might liave shewn how the light of Unitarian Christianity 
iirst dawned upon his soul, and dissipated the dark clouds of Trinitarian pre- 
judice, by which it had been s’<i long and so darkly enveloped. 'Die feelings 
of his humble, pious, and iTupiisUive mind are beautifully exhibited in that 
devout address to the Deity,' f«oin which IVIr. Lindsey has made copious ex- 
tracts, of which the foilowing^nre an interesting specimen 

“ Iladstthou informed ipe, gracious Father, in anyplace of thy Avord, that 
this divine doctrine is not to be understood by men, and yet they are required 
to believe it, I would have subdued all my curiosity to faith. But I cannot 
lind that thou hast any wl^e, forbid me to understand it, or make these in- 
c{uiries. I have, theroforc, bdk long searching iHo this divine doctrine, that 
1 may pay thee due honour wiWunderstanding, Surely, I ought to know (he 
Clod whom 1 worship, whelhejfflie be one pure and simple being, or whether 
thou art a threefold Deity, cq^stiiig of the Fallier, the Son, and the Holy 
Spirit. • •• . 

“ Thou hast called the poor and tin; ignorant, the mean and the foolish 
things of this world, tj thf k^^wledge of thyself and thy Son. But how can 
sucli weak creatures ever Jak.tlftii so strange, so difficult, and so abstruse a 
doctrine as ‘'’us, in explica^un and defence whereof multitudes of men, even 
mc'n of learning and jiiety. haVe lost themselves in infinite subtilties of dis- 
putes, aiul end less mazes of darkness ? And can this strange and perplexing 
notion of three real persons going to make up one true God, be so necessary 
:uul so important a part of t^hrisli.an deetrine, wliicli, in the Old Testament 
and tlie New, is represented as so plain and easy even to the meanest under- 
standing?” — The JJfeof the Rev. Isaac Watts, D. D. hy SaimiclJohnson, 
li. li. 1)., with Notes, containing Animadversions aiul Additions, 1785. 
Ciuoted from jl3elshain’& Life of Lindsey, p. 218. 
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The first edition of tlie prccedin^Essay Imd scarcely appeared 
Iiurnre tlio pulilic, when it was attaciced by a host of polemics, as 
by a .simultaneous impulse, dnd almost every pulpit in Dublin 
rang with declamations against ibo soul-destroying heresy. In 
the v;in stood the Rev. James Caflile, one of the Ministers of 
Mary s Abbey Meetnig-house. Not contented with hurling his 
oral fulmiuations against it week after week — he determined to 
give the fruitf of his oratorical labours^o the world in the perma- 
nent form of paper^ iuk, and t) pe. oreat expectation was ex- 
cited — mighty efforts were made Aong the orthodox, so called, 
of his own^jiersuasion, to enco\ir« kiin in the task — subscrip • 
lions were re(f<3ivcd — the work pr^eded — the hour of parturition 
at length arrived — 

The inouiif^^in laboured— ^ncl a mouse wafe born ?” 

No — but an overgrown semi-animate nondescript Uisus tJieulogUcy 
which expired a few days after itskirtb, and winch i| is our busi- 
ness to dissect for the instruction of students in theological 
anatomy. , * • 

This new birth came out, branded with its dogmatical and idol- 
atrous title* in the shape of a heavy volnmo, swollen with verhiage 
and tautology, containing 4<7 1 pages, .with a pretacc of xv. In this, 
our author acknowledges his ol>ligations to Dr. Wardlaw, whoso 
old panoply, dinted and^ shattered as it was in the conflict witli 
the Unitarian Yates, he is contented to stitch clumsily together, 
and to buckle on. He acknowledges bis obligations to old An- 
drew Fulh'r, in wliose putrid relics lie bad been raking in search 
of 7 nateriel to be employed in his sortie against the Unitarians. He 
damns with faint praise’* ^hc Synod o/.Ulster, and evinfces what 
spirit lit-* is of, hy trealii^g as a Uiiitariiui forgery that prayer ot 



^)i’. Watts, wliirli ilic rcailer may sec in the j)ote of our 1 lOih 
pnj^o, aiul allinniii”’ of« llic virtuous, llie learneil, and sciontiiic 
l’riostl«?y, lliat in Ins liistory of the ^^oivuplions of Christianity, 
“ he exposed his learning to utter contcixipt,’* and “ forfeited all 
just elaiiTi urthe character of an honest man ! ! !” 

In oiiler to prepossess his readers with a high idea of Ids vene- 
ration for Holy Writ, he informs them, in the commencement of 
his ojnis ma^num^ that he “ reasons on the principle of the phumry 
inspiration of the Scriptures — of l^ie wissima verba as they 
originally stood in the sacred canon.” Now, it would have been 
henevolerit of him to have informed us where those ipsissima verba 
are to he found. Where has the original canon been deposited 
lor so many centuries? — and by what happy providential dis- 
covery, has it been placed uruler the scrutinizing eye of the Minister 
of Mary’s Ahliey? Notwithstanding his pious tenacity of the 
very words of the inspired Volume, he leaves “ the original reading 
to he ascertained by the ordinary rules of evidence in such cases 
and has no objection to yield to a pfoponderance of autliority for the 
expulsion of a word, (what if k should be the vcrbum ipsissimurn?) 
when it is unfavourable to orthodoxy. Accordingly, he tells us 
of one Ambrose, who lived pilior to die age of any M SS. now ex- 
tant, who aftirmeil that part of a certain heretical text was an in- 
terpolation ! So much for hic ipsissima verba^ and the principle 
on which he reasms. ' 

Mr. C. seems to be one of that class of theologians, who think 
that the more they vilify the works of creation, tlio more they 
exalt Uevelation, and belt# prepare a way for their own peculiar 
tenets. They not only shut Aeir eyes against the clearest dis- 
plays of divine wisdom and pBcr'ai the gn'at volume of nature,- 
but they make the most prep(»rous assertions in direct contra- 
diction to the volume of inspiration. Thus, Mr. C. asserts, that 
“ of the manifestation of God to his creatures, and the iuUrnalcon- 
stilidion of the divine mind ilv? hook of nature says absolutely 
nothing.” What does any book say of the internal constitution of 
the divine mind, unless, perchgnee, some audacious work on the 
1 rinity, vvhu ii speaks ot tlie substance or essence of God, and 
preteiuls to reveal what is communicable to none in earth or 
heaven ? 13ut as for the inanifestatio^i of (jiod to his creatures, 
this is apparent in every region of the universe. 


Lo! the poor Indian Ins untutored mind 

Secs God in clouds, or hears him i,n the wind.’* 

David aflirmod, tliat the lieavens declare tlie glory of GofI; 
ami the Apostle Paul, that his eternal power and deity are clearly 
sc*eii, being understood by the things that arc made; and yet with 
these, and a multitude of other passages of Scripture, equally ex- 
plicit, shall we he told h^'a Christian tlivine, in tlie 19th eentury 

u star of the first magnitude in the Synod of Ulster, that* of the 
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rnaniffistation of (|o(l to his creatures the book of nature says ah- 
sohitely nothinj^? » ^ 

After siicfi an egropfious declaration, we cannot ho much sur- 
prised to find our author attributing to reason and connnon sense, 
the very errors wliieh tliey detect and exjiose. “ Reai>on and com- 
mon sense,"’ he says, iliscovered that the world was a vast plain, 
sustained on the back of an (dephant, and that elephant snj>- 
portod on the hack of an enormous crnbT^ We thought it had 
l><»en a tortoise — hut nimporlm. What principle's have discovfired 
that this was an error ? Do the Scriptures teach the true system 
of the universe ? 

lie asks — ** Was it not reason and common sense, that converted the 
vi’orslii[) oF the Creator into orgies of the most detestable pollntion, and the 
most revolting cruelty ?** • “ Ooinmon sense and reason are employed 

to snp[)ort tlic Cliurcn of Home** — {imlced /) “ On tlic Continent of Knropc 

they liavo divested Ciiristianity of all its peculiarities”— (mar/>e//oMS /) “ They 
taught Socrates to saorilicc a cock to Esculapius” ( poor Chanticleer f) They 
taught Dr. Geddes ** that the sacrej historians wrote like otlier historians, 
from such documents as they toiild find, (did they write, from such doctime>it$ 
as they could not find?) and conseijueiitly were liable to make mistakes.” 

All mistakes f it seems^ have hee7i avoided, htj dteir having com^ 
piled their histories from unfound documents ! and loft reason and 
common sense to Socrates and Dt. Geddes — to the Church of 
Homo, and the discipb^s of infidelity — to the orgies of the heathen, 
and the cosmogouistS with the “ enormous crab ! ” 

But, notwitbstanding the miscliievous effects of reason and com- 
mon sense, our author would not discard them. Ho allows, that 
they must be admitted, but then he^ould confine them strictly to 
^\\ investigation and arrangement facts. Facts are always of 
importance; but when they are (wlected and arranged, should 
we not ho permitted to reason to them, and from particular 
fiiCts ascend to general principles ; from the effect to the cause — 
from the creature to the Creator? What is the .province of rea- 
son? To combine~to compare-^to draw conclusions. Any 
person of common observation and industry, may^ collect facts : 
Imt it is only be who can reason i/pon them justly,^ that knows 
their value, and applies them to their proper object. 

After his long tirade against reason and common sense, vve are 
surprised to hear him chanting a palinode in the following strain : — 

“ We must* I think, ccfciccdc something like common sense principles to the 
construction of the Bible !” And again, “ My readers will find, tiiat I 
shall have continual occasion to ajjpeal to their reason and common sense.” 

What ! to those exploded principles which support the lady in 
scai*let — that make the earth a plain — fix it on an ‘‘ enormous 
crab,” and sacrifice chanticleer ? , 

We agree with our author wlten he states, that theologians 

« Have not sat down to the study of the Biblef for the mere purpose of as- 
certaining rvliat it contains, as phiiosoplicrs hav^o sat down to tlic study- of 
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nnturc, for the mere purpose of eliciting facts. Like the ancient philoso.- 
])bers, they Iiave persevered in forming systems by mixiiig up the most obvious 
phenomena of Scripture witn their own imaginations !’* 

f 

This is perfectly true ; and he might have added, that not con- 
tented with Forming systeins, ,\vhicli set till Scripture at defiance, 
and are as destitute of reason as he can wisl), they have tried to rivet 
them on the conscience of their hrethreii, and enforced subscription 
to them, in violation of Christian li^berty and right. They have 
substituted the unhallowed reveries of igntJrance and fanaticism in 
place of the Bible. They have stamj)cd with tlie title of or(ho<liU\ 
such crude malevolent compilations as the “ Westminster Con- 
fession,” and imposed it on the world as the oracles of trath. 

Mr. C. exposes the proficiency he has made in theological 
studies, wlien he objects to the ]>ractice of confronting one text of 
Scripture with another. He should know, that it is only by tlius 
confronting them, that we can ascertain tlie meaning of tlie very 
terms in which doctrines are conveyed. He forgets, and liis hook 
evinces that he must be subject to frequent lapses of memory, that 
lie liad himself, but two pages before, said something approvingly 
about comparing “ Scripture with Scripture, for tlie jiurpose of 
discovering what is the mind of the* Spirit in cvcri/ sentence of the 
sacred Volume.” Now, we beg leave to ask, what ditterenco 
is there between comparing Scripture with Scripture, and con- 
fronting text to text? “ If one text,” Bay» 4 ie “intimates, that 
there arc more persons than one in the (Jodhead, he (the Uni- 
tarian) finds another whicU declares, that there is but one God.” 
Well — how many Gods are there ? — what number, Mr. Carlile, 
would content you ? We ar# contented with one. We take our 
stand on the authority of him. who said “ there is 91071c other God 
hut one'^ Confront this text% you can, by any tekt which says, 
there are three. Marshal all your tritheistic powers, and luing 
them up in line, column, or hollow square, and we will confrord 
them with this single weapon of divine triflh, and scatter them 
like smoke. Our autJior is under a mistake in saying, that if a 
passage he adduced, in wliich Jesus is expressly called God, tvo 
confront tlie declaration by showing, that he is called man. Wp 
cannot find any passage, in which Jesus is expressly called God, 
unless in a subordinate sense, and that in two or three instances ; 
nor in which Jehovah is called a imin, though we know well where 
it is expressly aflirmod, that ** God is not a man, neither the son 
of man and where it is as expressly affirmed, that Jesus was 
both. We can find no text which affirms, tliat tliere is more than 
one person in the Deity. We interpret what is obscure by the 
aid of what is clear; and do not, for the sake of supporting an 
hypothesis, admit one dark or doubtful text to overthrow the 
bright array of a whole phalanx of Scriptural authorities, by which 
it is opposed. Did Unitarians endeavour, by one or two garbled 
expressions, to estahlislw their doctrine of the divincUuity, in con- 
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tradiction to a multitude of passages, clearly teaching the doctrine 
of the Trinity, there might be some reason^ for complaining, that 
we endeavour to neutralize one text by another: but the re- 
verse is notorious ; and for one text, which the defenders of the 
Tkrexi-in-One adduce on their side, we can oppose, *at least, a 
hundred : and we have this great Advantage, that the texts in 
favour of the Divine Unity, cannot, by any possibility, be tortured 
to the side of Trinitarianism ; whereas, there is not a text adduced 
by .Trinitarians, which cannot be explained most satisfactorily to 
accord with the doctrine of the Divine Unity, 

It is entertaining to hear our author say, 

** We have no desire to believe iti the existence of such a God, as he (the 
Unitarian) describes a xpirit, simple, uncompounded, indivisible, because wc 
do not find any such language in Scripture, in deseribing the nature of 
Deity.** 

Aiul immediately subjoining:— 

Wc believe that the Father \s God* and the Son ia God, and the Holy 
Spirit is God, for the Scriptures say so.** 

Where ? — where ? — Ciood degr Mr. Carlile, tell us where, and 
where the three are declared to be in substance one, for verily wo 
can bud no such declaration in the f^cred volume; and, in re« 
turn, we.sliall inform yop where God is denominated a spirit — ** a 
moat pure spirit, without body, parts^ or passions,”* and therefore, 
as we have stated, simple, uncompounded, indivisible. 

Wc are accu^d of giv^ing an erroneous and distorted statement 
of the sentiments of Trinitarians. Our author terms it prepos* 
terouH and absurd, and asks, Whipre did he find itf We reply, 
in h well-kn<yvn book called The Westminster Confession of 
Faith.” ** Can he point out a.ny person^ who has avowed such a 
scheme'^" Yes, Rev, James Carlile, thou art the man. “ I hopi he 
will believe me iv1*£n 1 assure himy 1 never heard of ity or met with 
it, cjocept in the writing^ of UnitarianS*' Nay, Rev. Sir, be not 
«o positive iu assertion ; you must have often seen it^ anti com- 
mitted it to memory too, though not exactly in the ipitigated 
language in which we have expressed it, hut in the words of that 
unhallowed hook, which you have subscribed, and Which teaches, 
that ‘‘ it was requisite that the^Mediator should be God, that he 
might sustain aqd keep the human nature from sinking under the 
infinite ’wrath of God i. e. according to your system, that God 
the Son — the merciful and the meek, — might be sustained under 
the infinite wrath of God tljfe Father, the merciless and vindictive. 
The hook of heaven teaches,* that God is good unto all, and that 
his ten^ler mercies are over all his works.*’ The hook which you 
^bave learned tea^ches, that all mankind, except some predestinated 


f 

♦ Westninster Confession. * 
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Imiulful, arc under God’s “ displeasure and curse ; so as, we arc 
by nature children of wrath, bondrslaves to Shtari, and jiisthj liable 
to all punishments in this world, and that which is to come 
which punishments are “ everlasting soparation from the comfoit- 
ahle presence of God, and most grievous torments in soul and 
body, loithout intermission, hi hell -Jire for ci'cr'* We hope you • 
will recognize these to be the ipsissima verha of your favourite re- 
pository of theological lore, and that you will do penance, by 
nine times repeating the ninth commandment, before you again af- 
firm, that we take our statement from Clianning, and that “ Chan- 
ning either invented, or got it from some other Unitarian.’’ ’i'lio 
book from which the above comfortable passages atb extracted, and 
which you have suliscribed, depicts the Father of mercies, by the 
everlasting decrees of election and reprobation, as acting a part 
more cruel and unjust, than aught that has^ ever been feigned of 
the spirit of evil himself. We have read of Satan being changed 
into an ansel of light ; but that unrighteous book, to which you 
have fixed your hand, would transform him, whose name is Love, 
into a fcangiiinary Moloch : it makes heaven perform the work 
of hell, longer needs the devil go about like a roaring lion, 
seeking whom he may devour: he may retire to his bery pavilion, 
and loll at ease on his brimstone conch, since the omnipotent and 
eternal God himself, according to the doctrine of that impious 
book, has predestinated generation after generation — millions of 
millions of his intelligent creatures, to he born for no purpose, but 
after a few years’ brief existence on the earth, to descend and 
people the infernal dominions. Nor is there left to them the 
slightest chance or possibility of escape ; rtbeir day of judgment 
was past, ages before they were born. The devil is sure of bis 
prey ; for they are fast bound by tlie adamantine cl»uin of an eter- 
nal decree, which the deatli of the 8on of (lod liimstdf had no 
cHitacy to relax or dissolve. And all for what ? For an offence 
committed some six thousand years ago, when there was but one 
man on tlie face of the earth. This tlie Vl’alviiiists call an act of 
justice for<ihe glory of God ! Ilorrible impiety ! For any parallel 
to a <loctrine that so atrociously outrages “very feeling and eveuy 
principle of justice, to say nothing of benevolence, the archives of 
history, and tlTc fields of imagination, are explored in vain. 

Shocked by the impiety and blasphemy of the system, which 
be has subscribed, our author says, ^ 

We do not believe, that the Father is more rigorously or inflexibly just 
than the Son. We do not believe, tliat the Father was filled with inefl’able 
fury or inexorable wrath against sinful man.'** 

We rejoice to hear this ; and hope that Mr. C. is in a f^iir way 
to give up all the other monstrosities of Calvin’s theological 
code, and embrace the Gospel as the only sure guide to truth and 
saWation. But we are not sanguine, nor shall we he greatly dis- 
appointed if our hof 0 be not fulfilled ; for though he promised 
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io give us aometliing like*’ reason and common sense principles, 
wo have received ^roui him as yet not even tlieir shadowy reseni- 
blance. ^ 

As ]\Ir. C. appears toliare forgotten his catccliisn^, /^oit mi ri^ 
cjrdo / perhaps ho may be able to call to recollectioy the follow- 
ing sentiments, tlie recent and geiyiiiie offspring of the principles 
laid down in that work : — 

** Not tlie most wretched criininal, chained in the condemned cell of a 
prison — not tlie most debas^l tfrtwcUing miscreant^ dragged from tlic impurest 
stp of projiiffacyf bears so revolting an aspect in the eyes of the most virtuous 
member of exalted and polished society, as every child of Adam, till he be 
regenerated, reiiewed, purified by the Spirit of the Lord, bears iu the eyes 
of Him, before whom the heavens arc not clean.** * * * 

Again— “ How utterly incongruous is it— how out of place — how uu- 
j^cemly for persons in this humiliating condition, who have no means of avoid- 
ing a public degrading execution, but putting, as it were, the halter round 
their ucchSf and availing themselves of an intercessor with their sovereign, to 
confess their guilt, and to implore his forgiveness; how incongruous, I say, 
is it for such persons to feel or to manifest pride !’* — (^heu quah bathos /) 

Again— “The l.ord views 4:lie wlfole race, as a king does a rebel army. 
He takes no cogi^izance of the diversities of character tliat may be in such 
an army.” 

Such are tlie doctrines of Calviiiistic orthodoxy, as taught by 
ilie llev. James Carlilo, in a ChaHti/ Sermon, delivered in Mary's 
Al)b(‘y Meeting-house, on 4he 4tli of March, 1827, and since 
puhlislied ; doctriues so uttiuly at variance with all that the Scrip- 
tures reveal of the jiaternal character of the Deity, and his rner- 
c'ful dealingap with the children of men — cay, so utterly repugnant 
to every principle of justice ami heucvolence, implanted by God 
Jiimself ill tlie heart of man, tliat even tliey v/ho have adopted 
them can scarcely be persuaded that they are their own, and not 
Unitarian forgeries constructed to misrepresent them. “ In tliem 
is fullilled the propliecy of Esaias, which sailh, This people's heart 
is waxed gross, and their ears are dull of hearing, and their eyes 
they have closed, les> at any time tkey should see wdth their eyes, 
suid hear v/ith their ears, and should understand with their heart, 
and shouUl be converted, and I sbouUl heal theiii.*'^ 

Justice, until Calvin and his disciples, is not a pri:ic?[)le of right- 
eousness in the bosom of the Eternal Sire, hut a power similar 
to the fate of pagan antiquity, stern and inflexible, standing be- 
liind the throne of God, greater than lie who sittelh thereon, and 
overruling all his heiieficeut purposes, to serve the cause of the 
spirit of evil. But we turn with disgust from the mind-dehasing 
system ; we rush from.it as. from the dark dim of falsehood and 
cruelty, and turning our. eyes to the glorious light of nature ami 
royilatiou, we read in the volume of each, that the “ Lord is good 
to all.” We hear the voice of wisdoip proclaim, as the sound of 
celestial music pealing from heaven, and re-echoing round the 
earth, Tlie Lord— -the Lord God, merciful and gracious, long- 
ttuficfing, and abundant iu goodness and iji'iith.’* Again, it speak# 
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with trumpet- tongue, ** Hearken unto me, ye mem of under- 
standing: far be it from God that he shofrld do wickedness; 
and from the Almighty,' that he should commit iniquity. For the 
work of a nigii shall he render unto him,' and cause every man to 
find according to his ways. Yea, surely God will not do wickedly, 
neither will the Almighty perfjert judgment.^^ 

Mr. Carlile having charged us, on the one band, with fabricating 
his owm honiblc creed, so does he, on the other, impute to us 
certain opinions which we do not h^ld. We have no where said, 
as he alleges, that a manifestation of God in human nature is gross 
and heathenish ; on the contrary, we believe that there is not an 
atom of the human frame, from the machinery of tlie heart and 
brain, to the composition of a hair, that does not manifest the 
matchless power and wisdom of the Creator. The incarnation of 
God in the form of a man, is wliat we believe to he a gross and 
heathenish notion. Neither is it true, that any Unitarians, so far 
as we know, maintaining Christ to he a man, worship him as God : 
Unitarians own no object of worship l>ut the Father. As to those 
discrepancies of opinion on speculative points, which exist among 
us, as among all other denominations, they only shew with wdiat 
beauty and harmony our Christian liberty is enjoyed ; and that we 
do not make slaves and hypocrites by aiming at a uniformity, 
wliich the Papal hierarchy,^ in all the plenitude of its power, 
could never effect. 

Our author, in conformity, we presume, to the example of the 
heart-^probers of his Synod, becomes inquisitorial and asks, “Who 
is Jesus Christ ? — whence came he ? — was he a credted angel ? — 
or w^as he God manifest in human nature ?’* , To these questions 
we could give a clear and definite answer in the 'qmssimci verba 
of Holy Writ ; but it will he time enough for him tOj.receive it, 
when his own opinion on those points has been li\ed. His de- 
clarations concerning both the Father and the Son, are so irra- 
tional, so unscriptural, and so full of contradiction, that we find it 
impossible to determine what^may he iiis belief, either as to the 
one or the other. Notwitlistanding, he is well-pleased with him- 
self — and in a style of sweet and dignified complacency says, 

< 

“ Nor do I think'that any man slioiild bq greatly ofTended, if we should 
refiise to him the appellation of a Christian, till he declared his belief on tliose 
elementary points on which the whole nature of the Gospel dfjwnds. How 
can a minister feed his flock with a mere negative on such a subject ? 

“ Tlie hungry sheep look uy, and -are not fed.” 

Thank you, Mr. Carlile ; that is a line from Milton's Lycidds— 
and Milton is a favourite 6f ours, not less because he* was a good 
Unitarian, than because he was a good poet. He is describing 
ignoraht pastors — ^ 
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** Blind mouths ! that scarce themselves know how to hold 
A sheep hc^, or liavc learned ought else the least 
That to the taithful hcrdaian’s art belojpgs ! 

What recks it them ? What need they ? They are sped : 

they have got their lesson in orthodoxy, and have only to chant 
out the same eternal sing-song of ♦iJection, reprobation^ satisfac- 
tion^ and the Three^m-one ; 

** when they list their lean and flashy songs, 

• Grate on thei* scranficl pipes of wretched straw. 

We can fancy that we see the great poet sitting in a certain moet- 
ing-lioiise, H8ft^Iling to one of those jejune and windy declamations, 
with which orthodox congregations are so often ventilated, and 
which in his poetical language he calls lean and fiashy songs, till 
at last he rises through impatience and indignation, and accost- 
ing the orator, exclaims, 

** Thy hungry sheep look uy and are not fed, 

But swoll’n with tinndmul the rank mist they draw. 

Hot h^pardly, and foul contagion spread 1'* 

As to Unitarians being greenfly offended by Mr. Carlile’s re- 
fusal to give them the name of (Miristians, we believe he may set 
his miml at easi*. Though not withoitt sensibility, they have pliilo- 
sopliy er?ough to possess their souls in patience, and will be able 
to support this calamity without any feeling of mortification. 

The next position on which we arc obliged to animadvert, 
so.inds to our Unitarian ears somewhat paradoxical. The Old 
Testament, ho affinr/s, is to he explained by the New, and not 
the New Testament by the OUb He illustrates this novel rule 
o/ Sci'ipturril interpretation by two acts of parliament, of which 
** tile former is always explained by the latter ;** i. e. the mo^e re- 
cent one gives the proper meaning of whatever terms have be- 
come obsolete in its predecessor The language of the 19th 
century is to reflect light hack on that of the ! — and the old 
Irish Brohon laws, which have so long puzzled our fhost learned 
antiquaries, by the proper application of this new canon in law 
and in criticism, will soon become intelligible to every schoohboy ! 
Hitherto we were of the Ap<istle’s opinion, that “the law is our 
school-master to bring us unto Christ but now we are taught 
that the Gospe*! is our school-master to bring us unto Moses ! 
Our author illiisti-atcs his rule, by a quotation from the 45tb Psalm, 

Thy throne, O God, is for ev€»r and ever;*' which words, he alleges, 
would be quite incomprehensible if their explanation had not 
been given in Hebrews i. We refer the reader to what wo 
have^aid on that Psalm in the text and note, page 58 ; and in ad- 
'dition maintain here, that the words would Jiave been as well un- 
derstood, and in their genuine sense, if the epistle to the Hebrews 
had never been written. They are borrow'cil by the author of the 
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epistle, and applied to Christ as an accommodation, but it was to 
^Soiortion they were primarily addressed. Vlie Psalm is our 
school -master here, to leach us how they are to be understood ; 
blit Mr. Carhle and the tlieologians of Jiis school, by scorning such 
tuition, deswtirig tlieir something like common sense principles,” 
and applying it altogether to Ghiist and his Church, turn it into 
sheer burlescjiie. What, will they have the kindness to inform 
us, could the author of the epithalamium mean by apostropbizing 
Christ a thousand years before he was born, and saying, “ Gird 
thy sword uj>on thy thigh” — and — “ thine arrows are sliarp in the 
heart of tho king’s enemies,” to him who not only never wore 
any weapon of war, but forbad his disciples ty carry even staves ? 
What was the meaning of saying to him, whose simple robe was 
without seam — who Avas “ a man of soixows,” and hatl not where 
to lay his head, “ All thy garments smell of myrrh, and aloes, and 
cassia, out of the ivory palaces, whereby they have made thee 
glad?'^ We doubt not, they can give some very mysterious, 
unintelligible comments on these passagt^s, and on all that the 
divine poet has so beautifully w'ritteii of the royal brido#n her 
clothing of needle-work and wrought gold, with the daughter of 
Tyro, and the maids of honour ; and that they can mystify and 
stultify to perfection the credulous dupes, who have j)atienc(i to 
read or listen to their homilies. Expounders, such as they, bring 
ridicule and contempt on the inspired Volume ; — it is they, who 
have furnished the model for such burlesipie criticisms as that on 
the tale of Bluebeard, written in the style of their Scriptural com- 
ineiits, in the works of the King ot Prussia. Such commentators 
could easily spiritualize the, history of Tom Thumb, give a re- 
condite meaning to Cinderella, and apply both to some of their 
sublime mysteries. 

A few instances tvill suffice to shew off Mr. C.'s qualifications 
as aii*expoun(Icr of Scripture. lie has the candour to acknow- 
ledge the difficulty, on his scheme, (Unitarians have none on theirs) 
of Mark xiii. i30 — “ Of that day and that hour knoweth no man; 
no, not the wliich are in heaven, neither the Son, hut the 

Father;” hut thinks tliat he’ can get over it, by adopting the 
Unitarian latitude of interpretation, and confrontimj it by a parallel 
text. Accordingly he says, he might bring forward Ilosca viii. 4, 
“ They have made princes, and 1 (Jehovah) kmio it not** On 
what princl[)le he Avould bring forward this text, wj 3 cannot tell, 
persuaded, as we are, that no Unitarian writer coul<l be so pro- 
foundly ignorant of llie Propbet’s meaning, or so absurd as ‘to in- 
stitute a Comparison between tw^o texts, so totally irrelevant. His 
comment on the words of Hosea is truly admirable ; — 

*< Although God knew well tliat the Israelites had set up princes, yet he ’ 
did nqt know it officially {officially, proh ! pndor.) He was not informed, or 
made acquainted wdth it, ^and therefore speqlis of himself at ignorant of it.” 
in/andum /— *Scc j>p, ^0, 21, note. 
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After speaking in such language of the omniscient Jehovah, we 
cannot be surprisfiil to'^ind him speaking of the Saviour in a style 
equally repugnant to good sense and goftd feeding. He says of 
that passage in Jolin x. 33 - 4 ^- 36 , where our Lord disclaims the ap- 
pellation of God {Elohim) and styles himself the Son of (rod, that 
at one time it was to him tlie most diHicult of any in the Scrip- 
tures. Where was the difficulty? To those who sulTer theru- 
Rolves to ho led solely hy the Word of God, it })resents none ; to 
those who support the doclrme of the Tiirce*in-oney it is insur- 
nioun table. But atteiRl to our autlior : 

“ It appears to me.” says he, “that this explanation given by our Lord 
would have bc?n uncandid, if ho at the same lime claimed the title of God ii\ 
a superior sense.” 

But having a system to support, to that system the Scripture 
must he forced to^bend. Accordingly ho cheats his better judg- 
ment, and has recourse to a legal artifice. 

“ iMy error w'as in viewing the text as an exjdanation, whereas it was a 
Tixcrv h'gal f/eft:ncet used with jifurfect fairness by our Lord, to arrest the Jews 
in their puipose4)f stoning him.” 

A legal defence ! — perfect fairness ! — miserable subterfuge ! 
To make him, that fear(Ml not man, neither regarded the person of 
men, as his very enemies testified, c^nulescend to the mean arts of 
apetty-fogging village lawyer — to practise a contemptihle evasion, 
and all through fear of letting the people know who he really was, 
lest lie, the omnipotent and immortal God, should be stoned to 
d(Mlh ! • 

We do not recollect to have ever seen any work, that contains 
such frequent and such positive contradictions of its own state- 
ments, as jhat of ?vlr, Carlile. It refutes in one page the very 
propositions, ^vhich it had endeavoured to demonstrate in another; 
and leaves the reader utterly at a loss to know what are the real 
sentiments of its author, or whether he has any that can be justly 
called his own. • • 

Of the manifestation of God to his creatures affirms, that 
<< the l)ook of nature says absolutely nothing.” Presently, how- 
ever, he refutes himself by saying, 

• 

“ When a man leaves his country, and passes to the most distant regions 
of the earth, he finds himself surrounded with the manifestations of t!ie pre- 
sence of the s»mc God, to whose presence he was accustomed in his native 
climate — the same wisdom, and pow'cr, and goodness— the same attention 
given to every, even tlie minutest creature ; and w’herever he goes, he may say 
with Jacob, “ Surely God fs in tlus place. ” 

Magna est vctUcls, et preevalehit / 

/ 

It has been stated in our Essay, that “If such a doctrine as the 
Trinity constituted any part of the Cliristian religion, we ninst 
believe, on every principle of reason ai^l common sense; that it 
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would have been revealed as clearly, and as much to tho satisfac- 
tion of every inquirer, as the being pf God hirfrielf/^ Our author 
devotes a whole sectiod of his first chapter to expose the folly and 
absurdity of, such a position; hut pre^biifly forgetting what he has 
written, ho fidopts our very sentiments and chants another palin- 
ode, (non mi ricordo!) and expresses himself like a heretical Uiiita- 
tarian thus : 

“ If it be true that the Ix>rd Jesus was indeed God manifest in the flesh, 
it may be expected that so wonderful an event a.,^thc manifestation of God 
in human nature — nay, as a poor despised man, will be more full^ developed 
than by a bare intimation of it,** 

Magna est veritas et prcevalebit f 

Sometimes forgetting that he is a Tritficist, rwn mi ricordo! ho 
becomes a Unitarian; and then he unconsciously begins to fulfil 
Ins promise of giving us something like reason and common sense, 
lie is shocked, with ourselves, at some iVinitarian opinions, and 
asks, if Unitarians readly imagine that any man ever maintained 
so jweposterous a notion, as the death and burial of*God ? If none 
hold such a notion, we again request to be infornted, what is the 
meaning of invoking God the Son,’ in a solemn act of adoration, 
by his agony and bloody sweat — his precious death and burial 

He censures us for affirming, that because Christ is called the 
image of God he could not be the omnipotent Being himself; 
yet does he, in the very same paragraph, make aii equivalent de- 
claration, viz. 

“ His being the image of God signifies, that he isUo us the manifestation, 
or representative of God ! ** ; 

Magna ett veritas et prasvahhit / 

“ I infer,** says he, “ that tlie Apostle Paul most explicitly taught th* 
Hebrews, that the' Son of God, the^Lord Jesus, was that everlasting Father 
manifesting himself to the world in human nature.*^ 

f' 

But when te wrote this he had fallen into one of his fits of for- 
getfulness a non mi ricordoy for a few pages before he says, 

“ If by God we are to understand the Father, the King, eternal, immor- 
tal, and invisible, it would contain an intimation of the appearing of God 
the Father, which is no where intimated in Scripture, but on the contrary, 
seems to be inconsistent witli some of its declarations.** 

Magna est veritaw et pi'<BVdlebit f 

Our author, though eagerly bent on disputing every inclt, of 
ground, becomes, notwitkstanding, so retrograde in bis move- 
ments, and makes such numerous concessions, that we begin to 
feel tlmt we owe him a large debt of gi'atitude. We have alleged, 
that the words (Heb. i. flO,) Tfiou, Lord, in the beginning, we ftd- 



<Jressoil to Jeitovaflf; 3!ul he concurs with us so far as to so 5% 
“ No Israelite couhl conceive of any <ftlicr beings described iii 
these wor<Js, than his o^in*JeliovaIi.” And we ari\ prompted to 
e^Lvlaim — A Daniel ! — A Daniel ! 

"Magna esi veritas el prdTakhit ! 

We cannot, however, follow our author in Ids infereiice^ that the 
words are here empl^yetl tO describe the glory of the Son, who 
is, tliereforo, the Jehovah of tlic Israelites/’ In trying to prove 
tljis position, he falls into a train of reasoning, if reasoning it may 
he called, which reasoning is none ilistinguishahle in form, figure, 
or mode, and which is paralleled only by the same syllogistic pro- 
cess, hy which our unknown friend, “The Barrister,” shews that tho 
earth can be provetl to be the sun, (^»e p. 106.) After affirming 
that the mighty God, even Jehovah, will come in great glory to 
judge his people, for that lie is judge himself,” in the very next 
sentence hut one he says, y Noi* is there any intimation of God 
tlie Fatlier coirung or appearing for that purpose but here Jio 
seems to have mllen into a non mi ricordo^ for he had assured us 
only ten pages before, tliat “ The name Jehovah is never given to 
any hut the living and true God and that this name is claimed 
hy (jod as his own peculiar name.'' Whence it inevitably fol- 
lows, that if the Son be Jehovah, God the Father is not the living 
and true God ; hut if God the Father ho the living and fciue 
God, the Songannot ho Jehovah. I7tnan horum mavis? But 
why should our author speak of either Father or Son coming to 
judgment, since, acebrding to tlie hook which he has subscribed, 
the day of judgment was past 6600 years ago; and, surely, he is 
too good a ihoj;estant to attribute to lic*aven a work of superero- 
gation ? 

Our author, notwithstanding the Athanasian prohibition, ac- 
counts it a mere trifle |o “ confound t^e persons;’’ and also deems it 

“ Very singular, that some who believe there are three per^ns in tho God- 
head, feel ditHculty in conceiving that the title of Father should he given to 
Christ, who is called the Son of God ; ^ • but there is no inconsistency in a 
person bearing the relation of son to one, and of a father to another. Jesus 
might stand in the relation of Son*to God, and in tliat of Father to the whole 
human race.** 

Where, or in what sense, is Christ denominated a father in tlie 
udiole Bible ? Our author ailirpis, that the epithets given to Iloze- 
kiah (Is.ix. 6,) belong to Christ; but we defy birn to point out the 
chapter and verse in the N. T. in which any one of those epithets, 
(and^n the Septuagint they are seven in pumber) is, in any one in- 
'stance, applied to him. He further says, that to denominate Christ 
the Saviour and not believe him to be the supreme Deity, is idojatiy; 
for “ ihe Lord Jehovah proclaims himself id the O. T. the only Sa- 
viour,' ar^l Jesus in the N. T. is emphatically and exclusively 
called the Saviour,” But be evidently falls into nnon mi ricordo* 
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I'he Saviour, xcfi sidpt'jjp, is the Father, aud beside him there 
in tlie superlative sense, no Saviour. But the term, like 6W, i» 
appellative, ar applied, to many. Thus, in 2 Kin^s xiii. 5, it is 
stated* that, The Lord saw tlse oppression of Israel, heeaiise the 

Kin^ of Syria oppressed them^ and tlie Lord gave Israel a Sa-^ 
viour, (probably the son of Jehoahaz,) so that they went out from 
under the hand of the SyrraiiKS.'* See also Is. xi\. 20. Botli 
Jeremiah and Ohadiah use it in the* plural- Jonathan ‘‘ wronglit 
a great Salvation^^ for the peojile ; and tli^refore he might liavm 
been properly denominated a saviour by the most (•onsei(^Iltiou^^ 
Israelite. Christ is termed a Saviour, the Saviour of the vvorhU 
and our Saviour, but all in subordination to Him who, as the 
Apostle informs us, “ cxalttd him, with his right-hand, to he a 
Prince and a Saviour.” The distinction l)etween God our Sa- 
viour, in the highest sense, ami Christ our Saviour, in an inferior 
sense, is most ckwlv marked in Titus iii, 4 — 6 : “ After that the 
kindness and love of God our Saviour toward man appeared — 
not hy works of righteousness which w^e have done, hut according 
to his mercy Jte snv^d us, by the washing of regen’cratioii, and re- 
newing of the Holy Spirit, wliich Jtc shed on us abundantly 
Jesus Christ our Saviour.’^ Here it is evident to the un- 
derstanding even of a chikl that God the Fatfun* is the jirimo 
mover, the great bestow^er — and that (Joist is the agent l)ywbom 
he communicates his blessings. Tlie title of liedeemcr is equiva- 
lent to that of Saviour. Now, wa beg to ask Mr. C. to whom is 
that title given in the N. T. He will guess, w'c suppose, to 

Christ? No. To the Father? Wrong again. To whom then ? 
To Moses? He is tlie only one.Mi ilio N. who is denominated 
a Redeemer, Pivrparnif, Acts vii. 35. But Jehovah is,tlius deno- 
minated ill the O. T. and, therefore, aceording to Mr. C'/s logic, 
Moses is Jehovah ; and if Stephen <lid not believe him to be so^ 
he was guilty of idolatry in giving him that aiipellation ! 

Our author comments at 'great length on Christ's being tho* 
image of Gotl, and olwerves, 

e 

** The substance of the Deity is invisible and incoinprebensilde ; wc could 
no more form a coticeptioii of it, than ue ccubl of the in nd of man without 
the aid of his bodily form. Jmiurcs, yesture.^, , which are. to us the imayc of 
his soul. So the Lord Jesus, being the brightness of tiie glory of (Jod, is 
to us the outward'* visible image, or iiianifustution, of his hi ward invisible 
nature. 

Gentle reader, is not thisv entertaining? We hope it will re- 
pay you for the honour you have done our pages, in perusing them 
thus far. And since our learned metaphysical divine, who\ un- 
derstands and explains thfe phenomena of mind so lufddly, assures 
«s that bddily form, features, gestures, &c. are to us the image 
of the soul, we hope, \vith all due benevolence for your courtesy, 
that, you are, in form, bf faultless symmetry — in features beaiitilul 
as an angel, and in gestures adorned with matchless grace, fm: 



must your S0ifl life e,Taceful, beautiful, symmetn'cal. lint, 
Jilus! for tlie ui^ly, the awkwaiil, the tlefo’jnied, the lame, and tfie 
blind ; for their souls niuU be blind, lame, awkward, deforme<f, 
and ugly ! — Poor TIisop ! we were under an error, It seems, in 
luiviiig supposed that the excellency of thy mind coni^ensateM for 
tlnit deformity of face and of persoti, ascribed to thee hy thy 
♦biographer. What idea aro we to form of the mental qualifica- 
lions of one* who was “ fiat-nosed, humdi-lmcdved, hlohlxn- 
lij)ped, a long niishap^li heafl, his body crooked all over, big- 
bellyed, hadgrT-legged, and his complexion so swarthy that he 
took his nam« from it, for A^sop is the same with 
Onr qnoiidani acquaintance too, he who sacrificed Chanticleer, 
fhoiigli pronounced hy the oracle to he the wisest of men, is now 
iliMiionstrated, hy the deformity of hk features, to have been no 
better than a foo! ! Hitherto we had supjiosed, tbongh not un- 
friendly to plirenological studies, that the connexion of mind with 
matter was not of so very intimate a nature that the one must 
m*c(*ss}irlly expres.s the chameter of the oflier, hut that a little body 
might lodge a mighty iriind ; and a soul ot it^cornparahle beauty, 
be ihc! tenant of a decrepid haintation of clay. Wo had supposeil 
that the similitude of Christ* to God lay not in bodily form, 
gestnn*, and feature, but in rectitude, goodness, and truth ; that 
the similituile was moral, of which \t’e can have an idea, and not 
])hysical, of which we can have none. Of what is called the sub- 
stance of our minds, there can be no image— -bow much less •£ 
lb.; substance* of God ? 

Of our author’s powers, as a logician, a critic, and expounder 
of the Scripture, the reader may f(.»rm his own <*siimate from tlie 
.s|)ecim(ms given. We are nex*t to consider bis pretensions to 
scholarship, of» which he gives us a proof in his censure of Dr. 
Young, who, in his translation of the 45rh Psalm, renders the 
Hebrew J^Johini hy Pruicc, (see Essay, p. 5S,) in wliicli In; was 
perfectly justiliahle, ifs every one nn*st know, wlio has tiio slightest 
pretensions to a knowledge of the original. Parkhnrst says, tin; 
word signifies princes, ruh'rs, jiidgeip. “ I have aji^ointod thee a 
God (Elohim) to Plmraoh.” Exod. viii. 1. The Lalir# translation 
of tin; Chaldee is principcm — of the Arabic, ijomimim. Simp. 

vol. p. 13. 

'* \ 

** Elohim trilitiltur nOii tantam Deo vero, at Gen I, et ii, 1*, et 

alibi, sed etiani ; — I Idolis, Kxod. xxii. 20 — Jos. xxiii. 10, et passim alibi ; 
2 Angelis bonis, Ps. lxxxvi..8— Pg. xcvii. 7;— 3 IIoiniinl)iis inagnis divi- 
iiis, judicil)us, magistratibys et proplietis, Exod. xxi. 0 ; et xxii. 8, 9, 28 ^ 
T Sam. ii. 25. Castdli Lexicon, 

The XXIVtIi Canon of Gl.\sSius Ph'iloIo(jfa saerf-^ informs 
u.s, that the plural nnniher is used hy the Hebrews to denofe 
magnitude and excellence, Plnralis finmertfs pro sfnoulari 
^qunnilofnc jwtiiturj ad (htwianJam mafjnltadlncm et cxcelhiUian? , 



Tlius the largest ofqtiadrupeds is termed ft whir A 

plural termination. 'fiius, wisdom, in P^ov. i. 20, is named 
hocmoth, alsi> a plural. Pellarmine, (Jne'* of the brightest lumina- 
ries of the Ijonian Catholic Church, as quoted by Drnsias, con- 
curs in this opinion of the usq of the HehreW plural, and says, 
they have the sanie practice in Italy, Qiiam comnetudimni 
nos hall ex parte imltamur, dv7n viris gravibus non dicimns, tii 
scd VOS ; licet tinnm lion imdtvs al^loqna^nur , Cajetanus agreed 
with nellarmino, aiul thinks the connection of the Ilehrew plural 
with a verb singular, an idiom, and not a grammatical incon- 
gruity : nulla intervenicnte grammnticie incongridtite. The ap- 
plication of the plural form to single objects, is by no means 
peculiar to the Hehrew. Tlie names of ancient cities are often 
in the plural, as Alherue, Thehce, Salonee. The Latins express 
darhncss by the pluial iembrie. The Hehrew of life is a plural 
noun, and the reader can easily lind in his vernacular tongue, 
plurals which have no singular. ^ 

The XXVth Canon of Glassius informs us, that appellative 
nouns, signifying dominion or authority, are usl9d in the plural 
for the singular. Vfe have (pioted U. Roy, as illustrating this 
canon hy two exnmjiles, in which the plural masters and owners 
are used for the singular master and owner, Exod, xxi. 4—6 — 19. 
Mr. Carlile, who, it seems, uiulerstandif Hebrew better than 
Drusius, Bellariiiine, Cajetanus, and Cilassius, assumes the pro- 
fessor’s chair, and with magisterial authority exclaims, 

** Surely R, Roy does not pretend that the plural |vord rnasters is here iised 
as an expression of respect, when no jiarticiilar master is meant. Had he 
heen acquainted with Hehrew idionit he would have know n that a plural wo'nl 
thus used, where a singular might be expected, indicik^cs a distilbutivc 
meaning.** 

W« hope the unleamed Orientalist will profit by this lesson 
of his emdite Occidental insirucfor. Were he at hand, Im would, 
no doubt, mai’^e due acknowledgments for this lesson, but as it 
may he loyg before it travels' to Aurora and the (ianges, we re- 
turn thanks in his name ; and with deference 16 the authority of 
\uv\\ a niagister'lingttarum as Mr. jfj. humbly submit, that iho 
word master is in itself a word of respect, independently of its in- 
dividual application. Jii some instances it might *lose respecta- 
bility hy its connexion with individuals. Owners too, we think, 
still w'ith due submission, is a word indicative of respect, his pos- 
sessions being often the oiilyclahii to regard, which a man enjoys. 

** Let R. Roy,’* again vociferates our OrhUlus plagosus, “ find any^iuli- 
vidual man or master, called Stneii ur masters, and he wilL at least hit ^tris 
mark.** 

Dear Sir, “let not the sun go down Upon your wratli.”. Wo 
lihali endeavour to find an example for your satisfaclioii. Open 



yulir iMlile ; turn l6 (ibn. xxiv. 9 — there you may read, Tlie 
servant placed his hand under the thigh his master, viz. Abni- 
luirn in the original Admiaiv^his masters, 4)oes this hit 

the mark ? Again, turn to chapter xl. and there y^n may tind, 
more than once, Joseph denominated tents of the 

earth. Does this hit tlie mark? Gird up thy loins and answer 
•like a man. If Elohhn intimates a ///W, why should not Adonith 
and Eaalim he equally signi$cative ? But Elohim is repeatedly 
applied to objects which are strictly singular. To one angel, 
Jud. xhi. 52; was the angel, like Geryon, tricorporate? To one 
golden calf, «Exod. xxxii. 3] ; was the calf three-headed like 
Cerberus ? To Dagon, Jud. xvi. 23 ; was tills beautiful EtohiiH^ 
with tbe lisli's tail, a triplicity ? To Asbtaroth (a plural noun,) 
ibe goddess of the 2i<Ioniana, who, by tho charms of her ox-head 
ami horns, wooed men to idolatry — to Chemosh, the god of the 
JMoalutes, and to Milcom, tlie god of tlie children of Aminon, that 
r'annibal divinity, who delighted in the odour of roast infants, 
1 Kings xi. 33; to one legislator, Moses, Exod. vii. 1 ; to one 
Prince, Solomdh, Ps. xlv. (5 ; to one ark, that of the covenant of 
Jcdiovah, 1 Sam. iv. 7« , 

instances of tlie plural being used for the singular, botli 
in the Old and the New Testament, are innumerable. Thus, 
the ark rested ou “ thq mountains,” i. e. on one of the mountains 
of Ararat. “ He was buried in the cities ;” i. e. one of the cities, 
of Gilead. Ilananiah, the son of the apothecaries i. c. of oile 
of the apothec&i ies. A foal, the soil of she asses ;” i. e. of a she 
ass. ‘‘ When the disciples saw it, tlioy had indignation ;” i. e. 
when one of the disciples, viz, Judas, saw it. “ The thieves 
also i. e.^ one of the thieves, “ cast the same in his teeih.*^ 
Again, we find the singular sometimes used for the plural : — 
The children of Israel went up and asked counsel of the Lord, 
saying, Sliall 1 (not ^£;c) go up again to battle, against the children 
of Benjamin, wy iwot'^our) brother?* Sometimes the singular and 
plural are used indiscriminately by the same persot^in the same 
sentence. Thus, David said unto Gad, / am in a grea^ strait ; let 
Its fall now into the hand of the Lord, for his mercies are groat ; 
and let me not fall into tiic hjind of man,” Here’ is a fine founda- 
tion for maintaining, that King David was a triad; for doeii he 
not use the pftfsonal pronoun thrice, twice in tlje singular, and 
once in the pltiral, in the same sentence? Is not tlie / one ? — and 
is not the weanolhef? — and is not us a third? Here, tln?n, we 
have the three — singular and plural, plural and singular — three-in- 
one, and oitedn-lhree I Q.’E. D. 

\\/bat weiglif should he lai,d on the grammatical anomalies of 
•the Hebrew language, in founding doctrifiej upon the reader 

may forni a tolerably accurate judgment, from what has been of- 
fered to his consideratTOn ; and still more, from the following ob- 
servations of Boothroyd, in the preface to his Biblia Hebl‘aica.” 
la the Hebrew language, — 
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■“ Tlic most obvious rulos of syntax arc often A noun of 

multitude in most languages admits eifhcr a singular or plural verb ; but 
surely no correct writ*. r would, in the same sentence, first use one verb ih 
the singular, a^d then another in the pluntl, or vice versa ; yet this occurs 
in tluf Kmiattuch and Historical books. False concord is also fre<iuei>t. 
XVc have plural verbs in constructiqu with nouns singular, and plural nouns 
with singular adjectives and verbs ; also the masculine pronominal affixes oc- 
cur often instead of the feminine, and nouns feminine arc frequently found ^ 
in construction with verbs of the third person masculine. 

Even Calvin thinks, tliat the plural Etohim (see (icn. 1) aflFonU 
no foundation for the argument of three persons in the Godhead, 
and cautions his readers against such violent glosses, 

** Ilabcturapud Moson Klohimy nomcn pUiiafis numeri. Uiule colligorc 
Tiolent, hie in Deo notari tres personas ; sed quia par/im solida niihi videtur 
tant:« rci probatio, ego in voce non insistain. Quin i^otiiis nionendi sunt 
lectores ut sibi a violentis ejusinodi glossis caveant.”— C alvxni 0p2>, vol. 1, 
p. Amstel. M.Dc.Lxxx, 

Mr. C. has sucli an extensive knowledge of khe Hebrew and 
lireek language, that he lays down certain principles concerning 
them, wliich no Hebrew or (Jreek* ever heard of before. He in- 
forms us that when the former had only one word to express two 
ideas, the latter had a vvortf for each of tliose ideawS. We wish 
he had illustrated his assertion by a few' examples, and told ns 
the precise Greek words for the Hebrew, /ewe, or Jehovah, Jith, 
7i/, Mloah, EHohim^ Ee-shaddai, El-geher, Adomd^ lyeh^asher^- 
rjehi &c. in all their acceptations. 'J'lic word God he at- 

iirins, “lias but one sense in the udiole N. T. viz. tlio one living 
and (rue Ciod, except wlieii some word is added to alter tiio 
meaning as “ your God Reniphan.’^ Hut he inakesia r/lsh assertion, 
whitfh i.'very novice in *Scriptural criticism can shew in an instant 
to have no foundation. \\ lien the people of Mclita, seeing Paul 
unhurt by the viper, wliich he. cast into llie lire, said ccvrtv uvat, 
that he was ^ God ; did they mean the living and true God, or, as 
it is properly rendered in ow translation, a God? When the flat- 
terers of *Herod shoutexl ^tev <pufn, “it is the voice of (a) God, 
and not of (a) »:nan,” did they mean the living and true God ? 
No. 'I'lie word God is used both ifl the singular and plural, with 
the same latitude of meaning in the N. T. as in our own, or any 
other language ; and we must be led by the general scope or tenor 
of the passages where it occurs, to mark its true meaning. But 
we fiini we niight have spared owselves the trouble of this criti- 
cism, since our author, as is his wont,, having forgotten, non rni 
ricordo, what he hail so recently affirmed, informs us, and more 
than once, for he abounds in tautologies, that “ tiie word God is 
an appellative, * * * * and that it may be compared to the word 
Jiipg\ a title desci iptij^e of the rank, power, office, &c. of the per- 
son who bears it !” . 

Willi respect to the dirine name, the Hebrew is int^re precise 
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and definite llian lhc*Gf^ek. The latter Iiud no iiiconimiinicahl^ 
tvtragrammaton like the fbrmel*, for tlie supreme ohject of adora- 
tion ; if they had, Mr. C.»w?>ll have the goodness favour the 
learned world by revealing it. But after all his criticism about 
the extreme precision of the Greek language, and its ])o\ver of 
expressing, by two diftererit words, the two ideas which the 
Hebrew language, from its poverty, is obliged to express in one, 
be can find no .€*qnivalent for ./c/iomA, but Lortfy a word of 

various meaning and application, and wbicli ho admits has the 
same variety and ambiguity as in English. As for the jargon ho 
lias uttered alvnit the article a, i, ra, from wliicli he would tiednco 
a proof of the Trinity, we deem our time and paper too precious 
to he wasted in its exposi\rc. 

Will it he credited that the scholar and critic, who has given, 
us sucli astounding proofs of Jiis skill in the learned languages,, 
has the modesty to say of that excellent oriental linguist R. Roy, 
that “he is i'xtrcmch/ if/norant of the Hebrew idiom ! ! ! ’' 

In the adoption and JiainHing oV general arguments, Mr. C. in 
ev(*ii more unfoi'^nate, if possible, than in his expositions of Scrip- 
ture. Ho acknowledges himself under particular obligations to 
Dr. Wardlaw for an argument about “ delegated authority,” 
wbicli, be contends, does not confer (jualiJicalionH ; though AV- 
migbty God might delegate bis minister to the jierforrnance of a 
task, the delegation cannot give power adequate to its execution. 
Let us examine this : — in the first place, delegation implies a 
superior and an inferior; Jie who delegates iiinst bo greater than 
lie who is delegated — the sender than the sent ; this might bo 
enough to settle llie main point in question. This, however, 
MV. C. alwa^ys willing to avail himself of a sophism, will not admit, 
because a case uuiy occur in wbicli the sent is greater than the 
sender; and on this principle the Son might have sent the Fatlier, 
as well as the Father the Son ! But in the case which ha sup- 
poses;, the inferior is tbund incompetent to tlie task ; and when he 
is said to send liis master, he does not act by virtue of any inde- 
pendent authority ; on the contrary, the very act of sending his 
master in the place of himself, is an aeknowlodgment df his own 
inferiority ; and when the master goes, it is not as a missionary, 
but of bis own proper and voluntary motion, to execute, by his 
superior power and personal influence, that which his minister was 
unable to accomplish. Delegation, says our author, docs not confer 
power. That depends on circumstances. But why not? Maynot 
the deputer not only give .the deputy instructions, but furnish the 
means of carrying them into effect ? Not in the present case, you 
reply^ for omnipotence is the attribute that should be conferred, and 
jthis 18 incomnifftiicahle. Incommunicable, say you? — thank you, 
my good Sir — and therefore it could never he communicated. You 
admit the truth of our argument in the l^th^ection of our Essay, 
that there can be only one Omnipotent. . But you affirm that 
Clirist cvetited the world, that creation is the work of almighty 



power, find therefore Clirist is almighty. Ws deny the premises; 
and even if we did gr^?iit them, we should deny the eonclusioii, 
until it was , proved that no power sho“t of omnipotence can create. 
Though we believe creation to be the peculiar act of the Father Al- 
mighty, and that he alone “ \j\ the beginning created the heavens 
and the earth,” we see no reason for sn]»p 08 ing that he might not 
confer a limited power of creating on his creature ; — he who gave 
power to raise the dea<l, might also give power to create a planet, 
for a living soul is of more value than a ^orltl of inert matter. A 
power Jess than omnipotent might create a system, and until the 
negative of this be proved, whicii is iinpossil>le, this argument, for 
which our author is so much obliged to Wardlaw, is not vvoinh a 
rush. But it betrays an irreverence fnr^the Scriptures, as heinous 
as the endeavour is impotent, to conjure up such arguments froi*i 
the father of lies, in opposition to the numerous declarations of 
Christ himself, tliat his power was both limited and derived, A 
single text tears tlie whole wehpf such sophistry into tatters : hut 
we need not quote Scripture, for our author virtually gives up his 
position, and concedes all for vvhicli we contended, when he says', 
“ Thfit the power by which the man Christ Jesus wrought liis 
mirackvs, and by which miracles were wrought in his name, was 
from God, is, doubtless, true.’' 

Magna cst verita» at prccvalchit ! 

T!io llcv. W. Bruce, in his observations on Mr. p.’s book, says, 
that “The most important chapter in it, is the 12th, on Christ’s 
mediatorial kingdom ; it is pure Arianisni fmni beginning to end.” 
What Avill the ortliodox say to tins ? Up, ye drowsy inquisitors !. — 
hcart-prohers, do your duty ! — there is an cnemy^in the camp — a 
traitor in the citadel ! — your champion of the 'Trinity rebels 
against your sovereign oligarchy, and joins the standard of the 
heretical Arian ! Listen to Ijis own confess, \on, and haste to guard 
your immaculate body from the contagion of Jiis heresy : — he has 
the traitorout^ audacity to affirm of the second person^ whom lie 
tlen()rninaW38 Jehovah, the Great God our Saviour, that 

“ As mediator, he is inferior to the Sovereign of the universe.** ** He h 
a servant, having taken on him the form and condition of a servant ; • • in 
his person he was inferior to God; he descended to the condition of a created 
being ; .he was a person yhrwcd by the "will and wisdom of God for a particular 
end ; he had therefore a beginning ; the Lord Jesus, thus constituted, .was in» 
foriur jto the F^Uierof all, not only as to pis perfon, but as to his ojfice,'** 

Thus, we ai*fi taught by an orthodox divine, that the immutable 
God changed his naturer— the sclf-'existent, uncreated^Onef the. 
second of the three coiequals, became a creature and an iriferior / 
and lieing joined to a human soul ami a human body, he is to con- 
tinue in th^t inferior condition, constituting, we suppose, a IViuity 
in himself, for ever and ever ! But, notwi^tetanding this c^rerlasting 
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elianj^e in the condition (jf the unchangeable Jehovali, from a higlirv 
to a lower sphere, ouf author has a whole chapter, in which )ui 
endeavours to shew timt, “ the exaltatiotrbf Christ is inconsistent, 
with his l)eing a mere crestthre/' lie seems to coiftider exalta- 
tion not hy a “something like common-sense principle,’* as,ad- 
vancement from a lower to a highei#grade, but by a contrary rule 
of descent from the higher to a lower ; and tims “ Christ, tho 
jgreat God our Saviour,” was exalted more nostratum, or //i- 
bermf'orum, might our ^autlicr say, did he not happen to he of 
Paisley, hy becoming an inferior. The unchaiigeahio was ex- 
ulted hy being changed — the Almighty, hy rendering fiimself 
powerless — thb Immortal, by being crucified as a slave — and after 
his resurrection, by being appointed to a station far below his 
original state, when he Miigned as Jeliovah God, tlie Supreme 
Ivulerof the universe,! The kingdom to which he is exalted, our 
author informs us, [^inferior in duration and in extent, to the <iomi- 
uion which he possessed before, and is subordinate to the universal 
kingdom and sovereignty of the Dpity; and after all, it is to be 

“ Delivered up to^ho Sovereign of the universe, and shall, as it were* 
merge into the general goveriiuieiit of tho universe, that God, the one in- 
visible, eternal (Jod, may be all in all, and his universal empire all in all.’* 
V\gain he says, “ Jesus will still continue to tlwell in his human nature 
among liis redeemed people * * and in thilt condescending station, as tho 
man Christ Jesus, he lihaU he subject to the Sovereign ot‘ all, his whole con- 
duct regulated by the same law with that of the people; and he and they, 
as one living teinj)le, subservient to the well-being of the universal dominiaii 
of tlie Father of jil.” 

This is almost as pure Unitarianism as we could write ourselves. 
It fs one of l^ie few passages, in which our author gives us “ some- 
thing like” conr/ion sense. But we are sorry that his unfortu- 
imte nou mi ricordo assails him so frequently, and that lie sliguhl 
presently endeavour to confute all his own statements, convert 
what is intelligible intci* sheer nonsenrjc, and confound liim, wlio 
exalts, with him who is exalted, hut who, hy his own representa- 
tion, is not exalted, hut degraded. , 

In the “ U<*capitulHlion” of his work, our author hiAi a largo 
piece of mockery, founded on liis ignorance of prophetic language. 
His readers should feel obliged to him for the benevolent attempt 
to enliven the spmiiolescence of his pages with a little sprinkling 
of wit. But it is a miserable failure; yet it is entertaining hy the 
very awkwardness of its attempts to succeed ; — the intended 
smile wriggles into a contortion, and the incipient laugh expires 
in a sardonic whimper. 

Oiy author has great difficulty in suppressing his wrath at our 
having stated i|rt*our first Edition, that we should deem a positivo 
declaration from the mouth of Christ, more worthy of credit than 
any contradictory declaration of Jeremiali o^* of John. Thia lio 
calls a “ daring insinuation ;** and lest his readers should forget it, 

» X 



ho refrosljos tlieir iiioniory by its ropetitiqy^ Now, what does iS 
ii^simuite? 'I'hat we bold one pai;t of Scripture in bij>bc*r estinm - 
tion than another. Wnily, this is no insinuation, hut a clear and 
avowed trutfi, W(; do prefer ^otne parts of Scripture to others — 
(ilenesis, in rfomo respects, to Leviticus, tlie Gospels to t!ie Epistles, 
IVlattliew to Mark; nay, we pi\‘fer some of our Saviour’s discourses 
to others — one doctrine to another doctrine, one virtue to another 
virtue, one truth to another truth, and the ipsississwia verha of him 
w!io liad the word of eternal life, to tliose ef Moses &nd all tlie other 
insj)ired writers ])ut top^ether. Now, if it should liappen, vve do not 
athrni that it does, f(»r our proposition is altogether hypothetical, 
tliat Jereiniali or John should, or should secun to *teach, nr inti- 
mate that there are three Gods, in contradiction to our Lord's de- 
claialion that there is but one, we sliotrld, most assuredly, deem 
our Isold's declaration more worthy than theirs of all accepta- 
tion. When one authority must bend to another, it should ho 
the less to the greater — Paul to Christ — he who Jiad the spirit 
in nieasun*, to him who had it. without measure. Should llicro 
arise “ a prophet, or dreamer of dreams,” and t<‘ach thattliere is a 
triplicity, or three persons hi the Godhead, and^lhough he should 
support his doctrine by signs and wonders, wc should “ not 
Jiearkeii unto the words of that prophet, or that dreamer of 
dreams: for the Lord your^God provcuh you to know, wlielhev: 
ye love the Lord your (lod, with all yo'.ir heart, and with all 
your soul. Ye shall walk after the Lord your God, and fear 
liini, and kec^p his comniandments, and obey his voice; and yo 
sliall serve him, and cleave unto hini.^^ Dent. xiii. 8, 4. Christ 
himself ratified this doctrine by his divine sanction and autliority : 
})iit had he, in opposition to this doctrine, taught tritheism, wo 
Jew could, and no Jew ouejht to have ever believed :n him; and 
we ours(;lves should join issue with the Jew, iib saying, that in 
such a case vv<* should reject him as a false t>i ophet, and considtu* 
}iis doctrine, just as coiitradii^tory to the grand fundamental 
jirinciples, both of natural r<?iigioii and of tiuit which w^as revealed 
by Moses a^itl the ])ro[)liets, as if he had reversed all the com- 
mandments, and said, 'i hou shall kill — thou siialt commit adiiU 
lery; for a true prophet could uo more reverse or subvert the 
first commandftient, than the sixt,li or the seventh. Rut we 
rejoice that our Lord came not to destroy, hut to fulfil ; that 
lie spake with moic power and authority th^n Moses, and 
that we are emphatically enjoined to hear him ; thenjfore, 
ive ])lace the highest value on all his divine communications, 
and believe lie uttered an incoiftrovertible truth when he said, 
“My Father is greaier than — in every sense greater. Wc 
hclievo that he uttered another .truth, which^^io drscip'e of 
his will dispute, when he said, “ I and my Father are one” — one 
in the sense which lie himself so clearly explains when he prays, 
ihaftlie disciples ma^ be one witli him, as lie is one with the 
Father, 'i hose arc truths which no ecclesiastical authoritv am 



invalulato.-i^SlioTild any oxprossions, oven of the AposiloPanl 
Trioom to controvorf fhom, wo should 8m)poso, oitlior tliat those 
cx])ressions did not clearly convoy the /ipostlo’s moanmir, or that 
he wrote from himself, ns* Ko informs iis, and we liolTovo him, that 
he sometimes did, and not from the dictation of thedloly Spirit: 
‘‘7 speak,” says he, “and not -the Lord and again, “ tliat 
w'hicli 1 speak is not after the Lord, but, as it were, foolishly.” 
Yea, though an angel from heaven should preach any other (lospel 
unto ns than that whicl^i the lBavio«r preached, we should justify 
its rejection hy Apostolical autnority. We could not, with 
IMr. C. believe two contradictory propositions to he c?qually true. 
Though thrice twelve Apostles shotihl aver that there are throe 
(rods supreme, and yet only one God supreme, we should not 
trust them ; — we shouhlvdislionour the God of truth hy supposing 
that he required us. to believe, or profess belief in an absurdity. 
We regard with scorn the Pliarisaicfd pretences of those who 
alfect to hold in equal estimation, every part of the Sacred Vo- 
Imne, no matter through what^ channel it may he conveyed, 
\vhil(» they contemn and eddeavour to set aside its clearest — its 
most important^ and most fre<jnently repeated truths ; who call 
out “ to the law and to the testimony 1” while they stn*tch every 
m rve and sinew in working the machinery of false readings, false 
translation, false punctuation, glosses, interpolations, Hehrcjw 
plurals, Greek si nguh!.rs, and //o, //c, to; and in twisting and tor- 
turing the plain language of Scripture into conformity with their 
creecls — who strain out gnats while th(‘y swallow camels, and 
•trample downnhe simple majesty of the <Iivine Word, to enthrone, 
and (leify their own carnal btfcrences, \\'ith some the Song of So- 
kmion is the clioicest morsel of Srri]>ture ; others prefer the 
Look of Revelations; and a third class gratify their appetite for 
spiritual food studying the B«>olv of Leviticus. We have been 
informed of a fair “ Evangelical,” who has disc:>v(‘red in •it all 
the si.lillme mysteries of the Athanasian creed ! This is not our 
taste. Wetliiiik that^ hy every Christian, Christ's Sermon on tin* 
Mount is mme to lx; prized. Mr. C. himself, we presume, has 
his favourite passages ; and he may 4xnow, at least he may liave 
read of some orthodox believers, wdio consider the l!lpistl<‘ of 
James as an Epistle of stra\y, slraminea, because it so strongly 
advocates The heretical, tliough Christian, doctrine of good works. 
Tlnn-e are cer1;gin texts which, wdth them, are no favourites ; and 
which they would willingly exclude from the sacred canon, on 
the authority of “ Ambrose,” or of Mr. C.’s new detector of in- 
terpolations, “ Dohrowski at 4Vague," or “ Doustersnivel/’ ut 
the Ilartz mountains ! ‘Wo cannot boast of >vh:U Professor 
r>ruce calls Mp Cavlile’s “ cnviahlo faculty,” of believing contra- 
.dictions. W<J^are not gifted with a deglutition wide enough to 
gulp tloWn dogmas hristle<l all over with the spirmsiiies ot C'al- 
viuism ; — wo cannot /jo/t hedge-hogs ; tijey n*<|uire time for 
•wiabtiaitioii. Even some of the Rev. wortliies of Mr. C/s syimd 



liavc experienced difficulty in swallowin" sncIi morsels, and 
xvould have found it impo88i!»le to get tllcn^‘ down, luid they not 
been viell lubricated wiiHi the essential oil of rc^iimi donvm. Wo 
liave .been informed of one Gentleman*, a Reverend, who has been 
able Jto J/lr. C.’s Book with all its chevavx-de-frise of anti- 
logies : — whether his iniiui and conscience liave been lacerated or 
excoriated hy the effort, we know not; but there are spiritual 
empirics at hand who can assure him, chat 

** The f.ovcreignest iAing fM fftrth.' 

Is Airh with donum, for an inward bruise^'* 

Mr. C*s mode of exercising his “ enviable faculty,” is itt- 
genious, though not allogetber original. The doctrine of the tico 
natures is of inffnite use in the great qu<^stion. When a tlifficulty 
cannot be explained by the one nature, it inny by the oilier; anti 
when both arti insuflicientj a new cliaracter is introduced to cut 
asunder the Gordian knot. Our author, like the manager of a 
drama, has an apjiropriate mask and costume for the Saviour in 
ovt'iy emergency, and represents him in as many forma as were 
assumed hy Proteus of old : — at one lime ho *4 Jehovah, (lod 
supreme over all ; at another, he becomes inferior and subofdi- 
iiate ; now ho is iho Father everlasting ; anon, the begotten Son ; 
tlien a “ |)oor despisetl man,” acting witlial the part of a cunning 
man of law, and defeating his enemies by a legal stratagem ! 
Ac one time he acts in a public, and at another in a private capa- 
city ; this hour ex o(/icio, and the next in elfleio ; and this is the 
inode in which orthodoxy “ honours the iion even as it lionours 
the Father.'' 

“ tVe have now' come,” says our autlior, *‘to the limits of ex])h’cit revela- 
tion, and are entering upon the region of reasoniiig anti Ini’cvente,” 

He honestly admits that, 

X tloctrine of inference ought never to he placet! on a A.oting of ttjiialify 
witlj a ticctrine of direct and explicit revelaticn ; • * and that so far as our 
lielief of any doctrine is the resint of inference, it is not an exercise of faith 
in the testimor^y of God, but in the accuracy of our ow n reasoning !” 

We ar« rejoiced to find iVlr. C. paying such homage to truth, 
and at last fulfiying liis promise to give us something lihe reason 
and common sense. He admits, “ Vhat the Holy Spirit is a dis- 
tinct person from the Father and thc^ Son, seenns to be removed 
one step fr»>m a direct explicit revelation, * * anff that there are 
three persons in tlie Godhead, is a second remove from explicit 
direct revelation — and so afler^all our “bubble, bubble, toil, 
and trouble," we have nothing to depend on for the doctrine of 
the Trinity, but Mr. C.’s rn/erenves, and how logically he cau 
infci'i let ibe reader judge. He hi nestly acknoj55.1cdg(‘s th#:t be- 
fore be arrives at the doctrine of the Trinity, he hits passed “the 
last lamp” of re vela! ion. WJieii Jie came to ilie last lamp he 
should have stopped \ fcjr, as he truly observes, lie has thence- 
forward no light but what shines behind, and that he c;\nnot pro* 
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culmI f<n* without being lost in the thick dnikness. ‘‘ He iniglit 
have added,*' siiyK esor Bruce, that at every step he is m 
dmif/er of trif)ping and stuiillding in file darkness caused by his 
own shadow.” In dargxtry f|Uotha? In sooth, at the very first 
step he tumbles down headlong, aiul we shall find. him presently 
fioundering in the Serbonian bog^of infidelity and aiheisrii. * 

We have asserted, on the higliest authority, that it is contrary 
to sound philosophy to ascribe any etlect to more causes than 
are necessany to produce i^, and on this principle proceeded to 
affirm that there is hiA one efficAmt cause of all. Our author is 
in wrath at this declaration — looks big — again assumes the inqui- 
sitorial chpJr — brings our uniiappy selves to the question, and 
(Icinands imperatively to know whoso philosophy we mean. 
When his interrogatory. is answ<;red, then he says, “ we may find 
that it is contrary to tne o])inion of Hartley, or Malchrauche, or 
Priestley, or Hume, or Reid, or Stewart, or Brown.” lie might 
liavo shewn a still further acquaintance witli philosophy by ad- 
ding tbe names of Sanconiathon, Berums, Ocellus Lucanus, Yao, 
Chun, Li-Lao*Kiun, iVJmigo Capac, Kong-Pu-Tse, Ferdinando 
INIendez Piir^, and all tlie great philosophers both of ancient 
and modern times, except the cosmogonists of the enormous 
crab and liow the good folks of ISlary’s Abbey would have been 
amazed at their pastor’s tremendous knowledge of philosophers 
and their systems ! But let him not,” he continues, ‘'attempt 
to frighten us with the terrors of an abstrat^t word.^' 

Courteous reader, give us leave to assure you, that we were not 
aware of tho “ abstract word,*' philosophy, we presume, having 
any terrors — we hope it has had none for you ; and we positively 
<Usclaim all intention of friyhtenwg our Rev. interrogator ; 
^vhile we^lament that our use ot that “ abstract word” has thrown 
him into sucU a fit of apprehension as to cfiuse him to write a 
whole paragraph, which, by its complete iinintelligibility,, shows 
hut too truly the distraction of Ids mind. Having affirmed, that 
ii \a rnconsisiejit ^\i\\ the simpVst axioms of arithmetic, that 
three is not one, ami one is not three and demonstrated tliat one 
king is two kings, his body being pne, and his sfJul another — he 
should liave added, his mind a third, — the paroxysm liubsides, lie 
recovers Ids irancpiillity, and proceeds to arguo against the pldlo- 
sopldcal principle hud down in the Essay, viz. that “ the unity of 
design apparent in the creation, argues unity of cause.” Ho sa^'s 
we have forgotten to prove tiiat unity of design ; hut this is a 
mistake ; we did not forget ; we intentionally omitted it, deeming 
it unnecessary, according to an example a|)proved of by groat 
critics, to begin ab oeOf ov to prove whut we did not corifeiiiplato 
•the possiblility of any one disputing; neither did we imagine that 
there couUI^tc found in this age of scientific improvement, any one 
who would manifest a disposition to lead us hack to the dark ages, 
and treat with contempt the sublime prinpjiles of Newtons philo- 
sophy, by placing them on a level with the occult qualities by 
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Vi riicli the philosopiicrs of old explained every phenomenon, for 
which tlipy could assio-ti no cause. But ^/oriectly consistfuit, 
tliut lie who is fond of itiTs^ery in f-elii^ion, should he fond of oc- 
cult qualities the study of nature, and* that he should consider 
as ‘‘ palpable^ nonsense,’^* every attempt to expose the folly of 
the oiie and the other. The plylosophic poet tlioupjht he was a 
liappy man, who could asceitain the causes of things: — 

i-’t/i.r, qui potuit rcrum cagnoscere causaa. 

More happy he, thinks our sage divine, who wraps himself np 
contentedly in his ignorance, and accounts for every phenomenon 
more simply by an occult qiiality. “ Of causes,” says he, “ we 
are now as ignorant ns the Academics, the Peripatetics, or the 
Stoics.” Their occult quality-]* was jnsl>as good as onr gravita- 
tion, and explained the grand plienomena of nature, as well as 
Kepler’s laws of motion, and Newton’s Pi ineipia ! One of those 
old gentlemen, who said tliat water rose in a pump, hecausii 
nature abhors a vacuum, knew as much as he who thinks he 
knows more, because he ascribes it to the pressure of the atmos- 
phere. Tlie clown can see through the optic glass as clearly as 
lie who makes it, and satisfy Jiis,, curiosity by attributing its 
jiowers to some magical property, as well as lie who, by principles 
of ojitical science, leads to s^ich telescopic and microsco])ic dis- 
coveries, as enlarge our views of nature am* open a wide (iidd of 
entertaining and instructive investigation in the lower departments 
of creation. Franklin, lie of whom it has been said, in the true 
spirit of philosophic poetry, that he disarmed Jove of his thunder- 
holt, and tyrants of their sceptre — 

Join cripnit fulmcrij sceptrumquc tgrnnnis, 

needed not to have been at such pains with his vit^-eous and re*' 
siiions.niachiiicry to delight the world with a new influx of know- 
ledge, and shew the causes of tliniider and lightning, and all the 
magnificent phehonieiia of electricity, since cur author’s ‘‘ occult 
<juality” iniglit Jiave been deemed suflicient cause, and equally 
satisfactory to e\^ery one who,, like him, is so greatly superior to 
the dictates *of reason and common sense. Priestley and Lavoi- 
sier too, might have spared themselves the trouble of their ex- 
periments in chemistry, which have led to so many imjiortant 
discoveries, and such innumerable benefits to the merchant, the 
traveller, the mechanic, and the tvholo race of man. After all, 


* This is what our autlior terms that strikingly sensible passage, w liicii wc 
have quoted in a note, p. 98, from a work of Dr. W. llobertson. 

f “ It w-as usual with the Peripatetics, when the cause of Jijiv phenomenon 
was demanded, to have recourse to their faculties, or occult qualities, and to 
say, for instance, that bread, nourished by its nutritive, and senna purged by 
its purgative ; but it has I'ceu discovered, that this subterfuge was nothing 
but the disguise of ignorance.*'— H ome’s Dialoguesj p. 62. 
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is it not an occult winch has constructed the steam-en- 

tlie rail-way, the diving-bell, the forcing-pump, the safety- 
lamp, and lighted our streets witli gas ^ Happy occult (piality * 
it satisfijjs ail doubts — solves all didiculties — makes all improve- 
ments — explains all pliei»omena. Happy mystery! that pesforms 
in religion, what occult cpialit/ performs in pliilosophy, — it 
swalhnvs all ahsurdlttes — believes all contradictions — extinguishes 
all n*as()n — p(n*v<.*rts all trutli — and perpetuates the golden age oF 
ignorance, ianalicism j.riest^jycraft. Twin sisters ! exclaim 
tlm fi i(‘nds of mental darkness and religious slavery, wide he the 
prc'ad [A your dominion ! — together may ye reign for ever ! 

Ojir aiulidr, relucta?it to admit any single position whitih we 
lay down, though eventually he concedes every thing, disputes 
the justice of our assum;ption, that there is unity of design in the 
universe, and says, 

\Vi.‘ can ascertain unity of design only in that portion of the universe 
tliMt falls under tnir ob'.ervation. Of those remote portions of the univerho 
iiich lie beyond tlie sphere otf onr Research wc are totally ignorant, and 
cannot therefore n^’gue upon them.’* 

We think we have seen this ^and similar objections stated with 
superior force and ehxjuence elsewhere. It is contended by 
some scej)iics, tlnit the universe being a singular phenomenon^ 
lh(‘re is nothing with which it can be compared : — there are no 
analogitis to load us to any conclusion respecting its origin ; it 
may Itave spruttgfroin chance ; it may liave existed from eternity; 
it may have been the workmanship of a luuuher of bungling 
artificers; our earth may be an animal, or the egg of some su- 
])(’i'ior planet ! Unity of design I Fiddle-faddle [ exclaims a 
Fosmogonv;:»t of the “crab’’ — “ Of those remote portions of the 
universe which lie beyond the sphere of our research, wo arc 
totally ignorant, and cannot tfierefore argue upon Wc 

liave no right even to assume that they sprang from aiiy cause 
eitlier intelligent oh fortuitous ! The orthodox divine accords 
with tlie sceptical philosopher, and adojits a pnuciple whicli 
jnecipitates iiiin into atlieism ; he tuies, however, to escape from 
the consequences of lua temerity by having recourse to Scrijr- 
ture 

** I believe,” says he, ** on the testiimniy of Scripture, that the same unity 
of design must 6xtetui over the univei'sc; but vvitliout the Scripture (and he 
might have added, uith it) I am no more capable of arguing u])on universal 
unity of design, than an animalcule shut up in one of the books of the library 
of St. Paul s Cathedral, in L-ondoA, is capable of reasoning upon the unity 
of design discernible m the whole of that cdilice.’* 

Wc give C. all the credit he cai\ wish for the modesty of 
this declaration ; hut we wish to learn from liim, what part of 
Scripture inculcates tlial doctrine, which, says, he helieyes ou 
■its ivMimony. To us it appears, that unity of design is a philo- 



>^ophic idea, attained hy observation and tbp exorcise of reason oi 
tlio pbeiiomena of nature ; — of tJiat idea tlie Scri[)tnros saj 
“ absolutely nothing ;** and we cannot but marvel that any oik*. 
whose religious system teaches that tlic 'world is under the curst 
of (jfod, that,* as the Uev. Kdw. Irving states, “ he made a pro- 
st*nt of it to the devil, and that it is a chaos of dt'forinetl ruins, 
should be so grossly inconsistent as to maintain, that the Scrip- 
tures say any thing about unity of design. 'I'lie Unitarian cai 
infer it fairly and legitimately f^\»in vie\ys of Scripture doctrine 
l^evclation in leaching him that God is oiie^ teaches also, tliat 
God’s works must be characterised by their conformity, not only 
to his attributes of power and wisdom, but also to liisVndividuality 
of purpose. IVom the cause he descends to the elicct ; hut 
philosophy mounts from the cilect to true cause; and seeing an 
individuality of purpose and contrivance in tlui. \vor!;s of creation, 
conclut'les that tlieir author must he one. Thus, does true j>)iilo- 
sophy harmonize with revelation, and tlio one corroborates the 
conclusions of the other. 

Since, as ]\Ir. C. afHnus, w^e are so totally ignorant of things 
which lie beyond tlio sphere of our research, that we cannot form 
an argument upon them, we ask, ow what pri)icij)le does he argue 
when lie compares his knowledge of design to that of an aitimalcule 
shut up in a hook in the lihmry of 8t. Paur.s Cathedral? Arc 
all the appurtenances of that ediiice so perfoctly wdthin the sphere 
of his research that he is justifiable, according to his own doctrine, 
for reasoning upon them ? Has lie ascertained that unity of design 
is ‘‘ discernildo in the whole of that edifice ?'* Ila’s il a library ? 
Is there an aninialcnle shut up in one of the hooks? Has ho 
subjected that animalcule to the test of microsco])ic examination ? 
Has he anatomized it, as w'ehave anatomiziMl his hook, discover 
wdiethcr it has a cerebellum, or is altogether hrainicFs ? Has ho 
examfned it in logic; or discovered whether it has any knowdedgo 
of the various styles of architecture, and whether it prefers the 
Gothic to the Greek ; and alcove all, wdiellser it has such just 
notions ofart^nd unity of design, as wmuld merit the approbation 
of Palladia, Michel Agnolo, 'and Sir Christopher Wren himself, 
the architect of the Cathedral? If Mr. C. says that these subjects 
are “out of the sphere of his research/' we again ask him, where- 
fore, then, does lie presume to institute a compaii.son which may 
be degrading to the animalcule, and bring its knowdedge of design 
into disrepute ? It is a subject, of which he is so totally ignorant, 
that, by his own rule, ho cannot draw from it any argument. Let 
him not judge of animalcules hy himself ; some of them, for 
aught that he know’s to the contraiy/ niiglit he as capable of 
teaching a lesson as Solomon’s ant j some of tlijyip may rc^on 
as well as certain divines — to reason worse is impossible. If 
Mr. C.’s animalcule had a particle of intellect it could not mis- 
understand, and if it iJld a particle of lioncsty, it would not misre- 
present, as Mr. C. has done, the question between Mr. J^ope and 
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*/Mrsi*lvc\s rospectin^: a fact anti its explancttion, Wt? Lave salt?, 
ijv referoiico to the prove the fact ami it wiil not he dis- 

puUMl.” Notwitlistamlinj^ tliis^, and liis quotation of our vory 
words, he has the matchless effrontery to imiriii that wt; say, “its 
being incotnjjrchensible is a sufficient reason for rejecting it!’" lle^ 
fartiun* asserts, after having tlistinctly stated that thcvdoctrino of 
the Trinity is a doctrine of hiferenco — that lie “ has proved the 
bict from the Scriptures, and that we will not believe it, 
caase it fv incomprehensible ^ On the contrary, it is staled 
in t!io Essay, (p. 101, 111 ^! of the si{{ond edition, p. Gd,) that tiie 
Unitarian admits “ that the iiicoinprehoiisilnlity of a doctrine may 
he no just ground of ohjection.” But Mr. C. contends, that he “ has 
proved the fact !” Risum teneaiis^ amici'^ Wo should as soon 
believe that ho has uusphered a lixed star. Andfhi)w has lie 
proved it ? By telling us, that the <loctriue of the 'rriuity is “ a 
tloctrine oi inference^ of intimation * * ratlier than 

a doctrine directly and explicitly declared.” Proved the fact ! 
What jiity tliat he had not been horn fifteen centuries ago, that his 
])roof might have preserved tjie 'Christian world fro nv. tin? contro- 
versy, in vvliich it has ever since been so unprofitahly engngtul ? 
But his proof is of such a subtle and intangible consisteiure, as 
not to he s<'(*n, felt, or uu<lerstoc,d by any minds, which are not 
gifted with his own “ enviable faculty.” 'Fhat which the most 
eminent divines of the Boman Catholic Church have acUnow- 
ledgtjd to he iiicapahle of any proof hy Scripture, or hy any thing 
hut traditi^m and church authority, is now ma<le jdain hy a disciple 
of Calvin ! Tliat which the most ermiite Ih’otestaiits have heeu 
obliged to aharulon to mystery, as impenetrable and imjxplicahie, 
is now (hmionstraled hy the llev. James Carlile, Minisier of the 
S(;<)ts Church, IMary’s Abbey, Dublin Irhtmphe I We 

whall expect ijooii to Jufar that, by means oT iiis oecitU (jualtff/, he 
has discovered porpcrtiial uiohon, the pliilosophin's stone;, and 
The elixir of life. IVoved the fact? lie has betrayed tin; can>e 
whicli, in a foolish spirit o( knight errantry, he came forth to 
dehnid. The de<'j)est degradation aivd liopelessness, in which any 
cause could he plunged, would he condemiiatioii to s^vch advoca»‘y 
us that by which the doctrine of the Trinity has been exposed to 
scorn and ridicule in the pages of the Bev. James (’arlile. 

To accompany our autliorJTarther would he suf)C*rlhious. We 
have cited enougli of his book to enable the reader to form a 
tolerably just opinion of its merits. Some of our fair and sensitive 
Unitarian friends will think, perhaps, tliat we have expressed our- 
selves strongly on this subject; we admit it, hut nut more strongly 
titan the subject required. * In £he cause of great and ingtort.iui 
truths, we can yield nothing to complaisance ; we make no com- 
j)rom.ise with errqr, especially when it is defended hy disitjgenuous 
arts, and an OiAentatious parade of learning without tlie reality ; 
least of all should we fee) disposed to he leiiicnt to atiy antagonist 
who evinces a reckless disregard for tlie ndhie and characti^r of 
indivuluaU infinitely his superiors. What must we tlilnk, ami 
what should we say of the writer who, without any just preien- 
fiom to the critic’s chair, says of B. Boy that he is exCroitch/ 
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ignorant of ilie Hebrew language ? — who, with lordly disdain, 
sjxjaksof a. Dr. Young — (did he ever hear of John Milton r) — 
the learned Bishop of Clonfert, who, as a scholar, was an ornament 
to his university, and. as a divine, an honour to his church ? — a 
writer, \vho‘'‘dehimes Unitarians as capable of forging his own 
nbot}jinahle • re(»d, with a view to misrepresent Calvinism, forsooth, 
that dark anti-christian system, of which no portraiture has yet been 
presented to the world half so hideous as the original?* — and who 
liimself commits, to a flagrant degree, the very oflence which hu 
condemns ? For how does *10 toeat Dr. Priestley, that truly 
Christian divine and excellent philosopher, whoso name is em- 
haltned in the history of science, and which will be reinemhcred 
witli gratitude for ages after his calumniators and persecutors 
have sunk into oblivion — ^Priestley, who stood boldly forward as 
the champion of Christianity, and in Its defence threw down the 
gauntlet of defiance to the celebrated author of “ The l)(?cHnc 
and Fall of the Uoman Empire” — Priestley, of whom it might I’O 
truly asserted, that he had his \\ hole conversation in this world, 


• As Dr. VVardlaw is the Apollo C. wc rocoinmend lo 

his consideration the following extract fioiii the Clirislian Pioneer, for De- 
cember, It occurs in an article entitled Orlhodoxp^ mid its advo- 

cate Dr* IFardlaw, in covjlict with the New Testament 

** One of the most revolting principles of Calvinism, is fully sot forth in 
the discourse of which we arc s|>eaking ; * I'he delight of God in Christ is 
manifested m the pct'ditioti of those that perish* as well as in the salvation of 
those that are saved,’ is a proposition which this Divine lays down, and la- 
bours to establish. There is, in these few words, enotigh :o sink any system 
whatever. If proved from Scripture, Scripture is thereby disproved; if a 
part of Christianity, Christianity is not of God : — but they arc, thank Gotl ! 
Calvinism, not the Gospel n. 'fhe benevolent Jesus is not answerable fo»- so 
foul a libel on the Creator. Man’s d.'imnation God’s deh'vjht! Horrible 
idea ! The God of Jesus delighting in the eternal tonne. its of the vast ma- 
jority of his creatures ! If this be not bluspheiny, it is something worse.-— 

* Hell shall bear testimony to this,* vir., God’s delight in Christ, ‘ as 
well as lioavcu * The lesson shal* be read for over, by the fires of Tophet, as 
wt 11 MS by the light of Paradise.* And this is said of God, who ‘is love,’ 
and Christ w 1*1) w.as tenderness itself ! This said in the 19th century, juul 
men expetyed to believe it ! Surely, this is, now-a-days, pen da trap. 
We would advise Dr. Wardlaw (and IVIr. C.) to abandon Calvinism, an<l 
preach the Gospel, which they would do well to remember, whenever their 
Calvinistic impressions are too strong for their good sense and humanity, 
means ‘ good news’ — ‘ glad tidings’—* peace on earth* — good will to man”* 
Let us hear no more of Unitarians misrepresenting Calvinism. Wc can- 
not describe it in any colours more dark, nor in any forms more hideously 
revolting, than those in which it is pourtrayed by its own advocates. The 
stylo employed by Mr, C, in describing the Cod of the Calvinists, forms an 
exact parallel to that employed by the Uev. Dr, Buchanan in describing Jug- 
gernaut, the Moloch of Hiinlostan. The former says “ The I.ord ( 7 , c. his 
Lord) views the wdiole race (of mankind) as a king doc “a rebel armj. He 
takes no co^nhance of the diversities if character that may bein such an army,'^* 
(see p. M 7.) Dr. B. says, *• So great a God is this, (Juggernaut) that (on 
the day of hi.i great fea:«) the dignity of high cast disappears before him. 
The great king recognizes 710 distinction of rank among his subjects;, all men 
a»e equal in liis pre.sciicc.”— (Ind. Researches, 5rd Kd. p. 27.) But it is 
only distinction (frank that .Juggernaut does not recognize, and in this there 
is some justice. The God of Mr. C, takes nc cognizance of divei'sities of 
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in simplicity ami «”0(lly sincerity?’* After afliruiing of this 
great philosoplier and admirable Christian, that lie had exposed 
ins learning to uttc^ cr^ntempt, and forfeited all claims to the 
character of an honest fnan, he endeavours to lix upon him tJic 
foul imputation of having declared of Christ that he was “ sinful 
man/’* Now, if Mr. C. lras any regard for his own character, lie 
will either prove, dr retract this charge. He will jlrove it, not 
by inference^ aB he says he has proved the Trinity, hut hy refer- 
ring us to the hook, clmpter, page, and the ipsissisima verba in 
which Dr. Priestley has made t!»nt declaration, or else he will 
avow that it is a sUmde t, fabilcat^W to injure the reputation, and 
destroy the influence of a great and a good man’s iiarin*. Per- 
ha})s, on consideration, he may find that he made a slight niistalve 
in attributing to D-. Priestley wbat, some may think, more pro- 
jierly belongs to bis own orthodox friend, the celebrated Rev, 
K. Irving, who describes the human nature, which the Son of 
Man xvas clothed upon tvilhnl, {a.v) bristling thick and strong with 
sin, like thej^airs upon the porcupine /” 

We now take leave of Mr. C, wdihout any personal feeling of 
nnkiiidn(.‘ss. We have spok^i.. ofhiin freely as an author, and as 
v/o thought tlu^nterests of truth exacted. We have pronounced 


charactiT, and in this there is such a flagrant disregard to morality and 
right, as would put the priests of Juggeriyut to shame if imputed to their 
God, and make them rise indignantly to repel the imputation as a slander. 
The barbarous superstition of 11 indostan, sacrifices children ‘‘by drowning 
them or exposing llicin to sharks and crocodiles.” The more barbarous 
superstition of C|ilvinisin, condemns unregeneratc children with their parents 
to “ the 7 nost firievous torments in soul and bodtj, tinlhoul ititennissioUi in hell- 
fire, for ever and tells ns, that “ there are thousands of them, not a span 
Jong, frying in hell, being appointed as vesselsLjOf wrath”— and all fdr the 
gl6ry of God ! We ourselves, though holding^ie Gospel of peace and s.'il- 
vation in our* hapds and to our hearts, are denied the name of Clirisliaii, 
sentenced to the same hard fate, and damned “ soul and bodtf in helL~jlrc fur 
ever,'* as lieretics and soul destroyers, because we cannot believe sucif blas- 
l>licmous abominations. How long will men, who liave the least claim to 
sense and reason, siin'er riicmselves to be ^mocked, iusvlled, and abused 

* When Dr. IViestloy revolted from the principles of Calvinism, in wliicli 
lie had been educated, it is surprising, th^t in his recoil #om its impious 
dogmas, he tvas not hurried into infidelity. 13ut determined ti? follow the 
Apostle’s advice to “ prove all things,” lie informs us, that he ‘‘became a 
High Arian, next a Low Arian,«iiid in a little time a Sjciiiian of the lowest 
kind, in which Christ is considered as a mere man, the son of .Joseph and 
Mary, and as fullib'e and ^icccu/i/c.” This, us quoted from tliat 

chaotic mass of theological trash, called “Magee on the Atonement,” is 
the passage, w'e presume, which has furnished such authors as IMr, CarJilc, 
who da not, or will not understand jt, with a pretence for imputing to Dr. 
Priestley opinions which he Aever held nor expressed. We believe that no 
divine in existence would have more cheerfully subscribed to the Apostle’s 
declfratioiis, that Christ .was “(Joclared to be the Son of God witli power, 
■according to ih? I^ririt of Holiness, by the resurrection from the dead atul 
that though he was ‘• //r ail points tempted like as we are, yet (was he) witly, 
out sin.” Do not the most orthodox writers ylmit, lliat Clirist ^had a 
human nature, and was tcmjited ? What constitutes human nature? Is it 
infallibility or impeccability ? A being who, by virtue of his physical con- 
stitution, is infallible and impeccable, partakes not of the cousiitution of 
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ii|K)ri hiK book a sentence not more severe than mcrhi^^l and jusi 
If lie act wisely he will in future confine his lucuhrations to his 
own pulpit and to his own people, who can ^vnulerstand tliem, and 
ask no more questions about the i* accredited pastors’' (;f other 
congregations feeding tWeir Hock with negatives. But should he 
have the temerity to come again before tile public, be will do well to 
remember tifat those principles of reason and common sense, which 
he has laboured to explode, are likely to become the fashion. The 
reign of orcf///. qualities is long since past, aiul that of mystery is 
hastening to a close. Unitariap Christianity, the simple and beau-* 
tifuJ, the hea/t- dilating, the ir<*tuU -ixpaiuling religion taught J)v 
Christ and his Apostbis, is prevailing more and more ; and all 
such eft’orts as bis to throw obstacles in its way, and r(*tard its 
progress, serve only to accumulate its volume, and roll it forward 
with accelerating speed. 


liumanity. Wc aflirm, on tlio highest authority, that there is none good 
hut God— none wise hut God— -therefore none iidVillihle— none: iinpeeeahlc 
but God. A being who cannot be tempted, has no more virtue in resist in;* 
temptation, tbati Mount Allas in withstanding the breath of a zephyr. The 
virtue of Christ lay iu hU moral, not inh}^)7.tys{cnl superiority to teinplatiou. 
Tlotv could he have been tempted in oil points, or iu rr//?/ ;n ifU, like as we arc, 
if no part of Ins constitution was liable to assault ? Can the blind be tempted 
by beauty, or the deaf by a Siren’s sopg ? M’hcrd was the merit of his 
triumph over the tempter, if he was incapable of feeling the charms of am- 
bition and glory? If he had npt hungered, would tlte devil, with all his 
subtlety, have acted so like a tjiinpletou, as to desire him to convert the 
stones into bread? The gentlemen, who are in such wrath at I’ricstley ibr 
openly expressing wliat they virtually admit, inform us, on their own au- 
thority, tJiat Adam w'as created perfect. ITow^, thett, we usk, did he fall 
))eforo the very first temptation that assailed him ? Oh ! he* was fallible. — 
Admirable consistency ! A nd also peccable ? — It must be granted. And 
consequently, that a being bo perfect, and, at llio same time, liable to bo 
rleceived, and to be tempted to sin. Adam ^vas not uuly fallible and peecable, 
but he was actually deceived, and he actually sinned. I'his Crtiinot be pro- 
dicutcj^ of Christ, the second Adam, He also was tempted.'" But he did not 
yield to temptation ; and herein lay one part of his su])eri»)iity to the f'i.-,t 
Adam. He w as without sin — this Dr. I’rieslley would not only admit, 
but maintain ; and so far from alhging, as Mr. C. .-.ays he docs, lliat Cluist 
xvas “ a sinful iqaii,” he would have been among the most strenuous in 
maintaining |:hat ne w'as altogether sinless, “holy, harmless, undefiled, sepa- 
rate from sinners.” A w^ell-known author, wlmm the orthodox would fomlly 
claim .as their own, ^ while he yet stood on the higli pinnacle of orthodoxy, 
eloquent!} s dd, “ As the Son of God put mx our Hesli and blood, so he as- 
•io ’ij i! ;I'i- v;!j!ous powers and properties of hinnaii nature — the ajjpclites 
ml passions of m.aukind ; he endured hunger and thirst; l^e had fear and 
I:>ve, hope, and joy ; nor w'ere the more troublesome aiTections of anger and 
sorrow left out of his constitution ; but they were all innocent and holy— 
(^Priestley wonld have said the same;) they were never tainted with sin as 
ours are; they had no corrupt mixtures to defile his soul-^ (^l^riestlcj/ unmld 
have said the same ;) — our passions arc like wat*cr with mud at the bottom ; 
when they are moved, they too frequently tpisc the mud and betray their 
iini)urity. But the passions of Christ were ever pure ; Ifice water froir/ the , 
clearest fountain iu a glass of crystal, which, though it he never so much 
agitated, is still iin})oUiite(.|l” Priestlev would have said the same. 


END or THE REVIEW. 



Ai»l>ENDIX 


Giiorrus informs iia (Ex Syro) that ancient copies had not the word 
God/’ in this text of Uonians, *c. ix. v. 5, and that Krasinns remarks, 
Cyprian^ Hilary, and CI)rysostom omit it. “ In lliis sliort statement,” says 
the Dublin Clirislian Examiner, (1827) “there are almost as many inaccu- 
racies as words; Grotius cerZai ah/ argues, that from its absence in the Syriac, 
%ncicnt copies must have wanted it; but Dr. Drummond to have 

knonfii that Grotina was mistaken, for that it occurs in that version.” 

Had it been Dr. D.’s object to ascertain whether it is in the Syriac 
version, or to found any criticism on that version in particular, lie con- 
fesses he ought to have known it ; or had he afhrmed on his own autho- 
rity, as the Examiner has a(Ur*utIru*t^ the text, Acts xx. 28, that the Syriac 
version iias the |^ord God, he farther confesses, that ho would have justly 
exposed himself to all those charges of ignorance and precipitancy, or of 
* critical dishonesty,’ which the Examiner has shewn so inneh eagerness to 
advance against him, and which wdl recoil on tlic Examiner’s own head, if 
ho fail to produce the Syriac of that text wliich, he positively asserts, contains 
tlie disputed word. lint Grotius did nftt confine his observation to ono 
copy, for he says I’.iriiccs ; nor did he leave it to rest solely on his 

own authority. He fortifies his opinion by that of Erasmus, who affirms 
tliat Cyprian, Hilary, and Chrysostom, omit the word From this 

statement, liow’cvcr, the author did not, by any means, contend for its re* 
inovnl, blit merely supposed there might be some corrnjition, or some dido- 
ca/i<m of the words from tlie position in wl^yli they originally stood ; and 
*lhis supposition, for it is oflored as noilnn^* more, receives countenance 
from the diner^'ut situations which the word occupies in different copies, as 
well as Ollier discrepant readings, to say nothing of tiic variety of punctua- 
tions which affect the sense. For instance, some copies omit tlie iun\ 

tithers the to, InstiMd of ^cci^o/r'~‘Unc has and another 5 

and o cjf tTT* TFotvraty altogether omit it'd in the ./Kthiopic version, if Alill 
informs ns truly : — OmiltiL ^l^Jh'wp. IMill in loc. f.ipsia) p 350. In- 
stead of teat i| the Aiincnian versioi^ the w'ord;^ and reads || 
The words © to jcxtoc a^etpKco are also transposed, in another 

copy, into to koctx (>upx.u, ^ptatrog Gyr. vide Griesbactl in loc. Gricsbach 
also has Ills mark of omission astoSigo' prefixed to four copies=Cypr. ed. 
Hilar, cd. senltU Eeo semel. Ephr. ap. Jackson. Ante g^t yravTo^r ponuiit 
Syr. Erp. Iren. Tert. semel.— .2nd Edit. Vol. II. p. 193. IMill observes 
of Grotius that he was in an error as to the Syriac, and apologizes for liini 
as became one liberal-minded Scholar in speaking of another.* Whitby 
also contents liimself by sAying that it w’as ‘ a mistake’ in Grotius. He 
wguld have felt ashamed to l^iug a charge against his general accuracy, 
much less a^afhst his critic^M honesty, ^Such insinuations belong to a 
modern school of Small Ciiitics, who excel in that “ index learning which 
turns no student pale”-— who “strain out a g|iat and swallow a camel” — 


* Grotiunas enim iit locum annotationes minus moror, tiunultuario nempi; conK«‘Mas 
quwqiic non rccepcrant ultimam maiiuin; ut proincle quodnam fuent in hac re vi/t marimi 
judicium, ex iis colligcre iion^liccatf 



V*]jo found doctrines on Civek particles, while they neglect not only tiu 
length and breadth,” but the height and depth of the law and the testinio»i\, 
ainl who cultivate criticism, not as a liberal art for tl 9 improvement of taste, 
the developement of truth, aiul the elucidation of the Sacre<i Volume, but as 
a craft for the fabrication ofeihe fragile weapons with which they are always 
ready to engage in personal hostilities, and wi’iich are but as clndfto the whirU 
wiiul, before the weighty artillery of Scripture, reason ami common ser>A>. 

The ‘ Chrisban £xaininer,* with a boldness of assertion, w hich would cull 
forth whole pages of his censure, if 'made by a Christian Unitarian, a/llrrns 
that, in the text under cpiestion, “ (he w’ord * God,* is found in cecry known 
MS. in evert/ ancient version, and in every (piotation from every father.” 
AVhat optnion docs the Examiner enjjkrtaij^ of tlie understanding of his rea- 
ders, when he makes such an unqualitied assertion, in the very sentence fol- 
lotving that in w'hich he has w'rittcii hiji^ own confutation, viz. ?— ‘» As to 
Cyprian and Hilary, Erasmus states, that the word God is omitted in one 
place of e&ah xvriier^ but also, that it must have taken place from the careless- 
itess of transcribers,’* Happy salvo for the Examiner ! With what a pitiless 
and vindictive storm of abuse would lie and his scliool Iiave assaulted Uelsliauj;) 
bad he ma<le such an observation? But how did lilrasnuis ktiow that it was 
omitted through the carelessness of transcribers? Had he the omniscience of 
the Examiner, to know not only that it was to be found in every known IMS. 
in every version, ami in every quotation of every father; but having this 
knowledge of its universality, did he alrr. w that it was not universal, but 
that there were certain copies, or quotations at least, in w hich it was not to 
lie found, and that the omission must have proceeded from tlio carelessness of 
copyists? Verily, his knowledge w-as great, and of much wider extent tletn 
bis own consciousness of it would have l^d him to believe ! But Krasnuis 
does not say what the Examiner says for him, that the omission must hove 
taken place through carelessness. ''He has more modesty, and conjectures its 
possibility, incorin lihrarioruni esse omissum vkleri potest. ** Eliam Chry^^os- 
tomus nullum dat significationem, so, hoc loco, logisse Dcus; epuv vox polvrat 
adjccta vi'Jcri a studioso quopiam, velut exponente ijuis esset ille super omnia 
nimirum Deus, • Nec est quod vociferemur Christum spollari Divinitato, 
cum idem dicat periphrasis quod noincii J)eu Vcluti si quis pro Deo dicat 
cecleslhitn el lenestrmm Conditor,** He continues: *• Eet those, therefore, 
be at peace, who, tickled by ^ !^love of popularity, are on every occasion exi> 
citing disturbance, as if tlie church were about to fall. Whetlieij or not, the 
word * God’ in this place be oinitted, it contributes nothingito the meaning 
of the text, since the periphrasis (viz. wdio is over all) expresses the sense 
more aptly than the solitary name of God.” 

As lo Erasmus’s ow'U opinion, be. clearly ascribes the w'ords^ti/ai isorcrallj 
to the Eather, by whose kind providence all their religious privileges were 
conferred on the J^'ws ; concurring with “many fathers who deny lliat the 
appellation cn belong to Christ.” * Multi Patres, qiii Christum (sic) appel- 
lari posse negant (Griesbach.) But like a true son of the chiircli, who had 
not, as he said ofhiicscif, the courage of a martyr, i. e. the courage to be 
burned ; he declares iliat if she says it ought 'fo be Interpreted of the Deity of 
Christ, she must be obeyed ; but that her decision will haVc no influence on 
heretics, wlio hear Only the Scriptures.” * 

In this opinion of Erasmus the author fully coincides. Whether the word 
God be retained or omitted is of no consequence as to his doctrine. The 
words “ he w ho is over all blessed for ever?” designate Jehovah, the everlast- 
ing Father, as clearly as language can express ; and to give the periphrastic 
appellation to any other being whatsoever, is to rob Jehovah of his glory% 
But the author would not wisli^o part with tne word, even^f ^lic authoriVies 
for retaining it were much less numerous and decisive than th6y are.. Mid- 
dleton’s prOvf that the reading on l.ock’s supposition would have been 


* r.rasnius was uwdCr a iniotikc about airysostom.— Sec Mill and Griesbach. 
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paiicr on Whic}. it is written, by a single ten from tlic Septn.iginI.rs. Uviii. 19. 
K»{<os . 3-iii tv^eyvrsf. .&e Yates's Vindication of L'nilur.an.sin, 1 , 8, 
and Grabii Septuaginta 

After all this turmoil, it is t^tqrtaimng to iind, that Grolius ivas rioht J 
Ills words arc, Ejl Soro, by which ho means the aiilliority oi Ihc 
Ephrem, who was commonly distinguished by that appctiation. . Ihe 
learned author of Chrislian Liberty asse^ed, in his answer to a late book of 
Dr. Waterhmd’s, has largely treated of this text, and has f u l^y clearci 
Grotius, anil directly proved from Ephrem the Syrian himself, a great 
Atlianaslan, wlm wrote in the Syrian mg tie, and used the Syriac version, 
that even so late as the foufth ceiUiiry. the wonl God was wanting therein ; 
for in the Greek version of Ephr .in’s Syriac, printed at Oxlord, j ' 
this author truly informs us. in both the citations, pr alkisiona, of Ephrem 
to this verse, the word G d is entirely wanting.”-— Sec a small work, entitled, 
Athana&ian For/'crii's, ImposUions, and Tnlcr point ions, London, 17d6, p. K. 

* The Examiner, after his cruel triumph over the author s ‘ i^gnorance, pre- 
cipitancy, critical inaccuracy, and critical dishonesty, and after making as- 
sertions which liis owiT pen confutes, observes in a note, that “ Dr. D. is not 
even accurate in his errors”— (wlio is?)— and charges him with alhrming 
'IN hat he never said, viz. that the criticism relative to the transposition ot the 
two small (ircek words was first sn<“!’slrd by Whitby and^ laylor.^ Dr. D. 
must take the liberty of giving a Hat contradiction to this assertion oi the 
learned Critic. Me had not tlie tynierity to say by whom it w^as sug- 
ge.sted, lor the plain rpasoi) that he <U<1 ni>t know. Me said that Whitby 
and Taylor had each the merit of making the same ingenious criticism 7 icarl^ 
at the stmic time. This was stateil merely to mark a curious, contempora- 
neous coincidence of jijdgment betweei'j two eminent divines, the one a 
Trinitarian, and the othc^ an Arian. The same transposition is said to have 
been proposed by Crelliiis, and that it is to be found in Slichtingius the au- 
ilior knows. A.s to its being ** ho monstrous that even Delsham would not 
ai.lmit it into h^s text of the improved version,” tlie author knew not till he 
read the learned critic’s note. But this he knows, that Tlelsham has adopted 
it in his “ Exposition of the Epistles of Paul tlie Apostle, and that he says, 
this is most probably the true reading, tho^h it is not authorised By a^ 
flianuscript^vcrsion, or eccleslasileal uuitioii^.”^ An honest ackiVl^img- 
Tiient, even tlie^critic will allow', though ma<le by }3elshani ! The critic ob- 
ser\cs that the author would, perhaps, “ re.spect such a man as Wakefield,” 
aiiil ill tin's observation he is perfectly correct. For Wakefield’s hon?sfj/ and 
h’nrninii, the author enlertiiinsa respect nmonnting almost, to veneration, and 
Ih uiks the Examiner for furnidiing him w ith an opportunity of quoting the 
following passage from a w'ork of that disiingnished scholar, wiilch is earnestly 
leeominended to the Examiner’s attention “ There ar^, so 7 ne very prohuhle 
reasons for concluding a transposition o'i txeo small loords to have taken place, 
;nul this fro7n the very earliest antiquity. Such an ea^ and trivial mistake, 
no <mo. who considers the weiiriness of transcribers, can think at all unlikely 
to have happened. For, observe, upon this extremely slight alteration, the 
amazing impnwement of the passage, the iiiiconunon grandeur of the climax, 
the pertinency of the argument, the completeness of the paragraph, and the 
rotundity of the conclusion.” Mr. Examiner, is 1191 this a hoautifnl quota- 
tion ? ilcad it again and again, t^iat you may sec tlie pertinency of the argu- 
ment ; and lay aside the od}p.m theoloy^icum for only tw’o minutes, that you 
may enjoy the rotundity of the conclusion.” 

The following extract from >lie same eminent critic, may also be perused 
with advantage ; — speaking of the disputerk word God, in Acts xx. 28, be 
says, This is one of those unscriplurnl texts, xvhich sturdy polemics, of little 
learning, of less impartiality, and of no shrwtc, are]perpetunlly obtruding on our 
notice to the aleception of common readers, and the disgrace of ingenuous 
criticism' 

Before the author concludes this long note, lie must give the kind and in- 
• dulgcnt reader, an amusing specimen of his Examiner’s qualifications for the 



oMoe, wLich he has undertaken. It is staled in the e¥say,that the Almi, <>lny 
Jehovah can have no fcUows ; and the Examiner, at once to oveithrow ur.d 
vontounci the author for an assertion so heretical, U|[ings forward the text 
Zoch. xiii. 7, “ Awake, O Sword, against my Shepherd, and against the man 
who is iny /dloio, saith Jeliovf^Jii of Hosts.'* Sure enough, it appears from 
this verse, that orthodox have an argum^ri^ Ip prove that Jehovah of Hosts 
hatli a fellow, ai^d'that this fellow is a man !— a rather stjirtling idea, if we 
are to miderstaiid the term as an equal to him who asks, to whom then will 
ye liken me, or sliail I be equal, sail’, the Holy Ojie?” Is. xl. i’J. ISut this 
opinion of orthodoxy, like many of its other opinions, is founded on mere 
similarity of sound. The original Hebrew is immccthy and does not signily 
CiJeUoVDOVcqiialyhxitaneighboiiri ar.^^ it i^ thus rendered ip several places 
where it occurs in Leviticus, viz. OnCe, vi, ‘i ; ftnee, xviii. ‘20; twice, xi\'. 
IJ, 17 ; three times, xxv. 14, 15; and 'In the 17tli v. it is rendered one 
another.^ Parkhurst translates it “neighbour, a member of the same so- 
ciety and says, it is applied to the /iuma/i nature, associated W'itli tlie di- 
vine, in the person of Chtist.’* Zeeh. xiii. 7. But this is an idle and absurd 
fielion, for which there is no authority, except some old wife’s fable. New-- 
come renders the passage thus:— 

Awake, O Sword, againftt my shepherd. 

And against the MAN who is near unto me, 

Saith Jehovah, God of Hosts. 

Tlie Septuagint renders it i 7 r fin against the man that is my 

citizen or countryman. Aqiiila i^ri <rvft(pvX 69 agains. tlie man of tin 
same tribe as me. Symmachtis, f?r* t» Xxa fcu against the man of my 

people. Theodotion, tyr %Xri<Tiov xvra against the man who is Iiin 

neighbour. Junius and Tremelliiis, Hehraea vox proxinumi ant amiciim sonat, 
Sic, i. e. the word in the original signilies a neighbour or friend.” (Lindsey.) 

The Examiner and critics of liis school, seem nolf to care how they degrade 
Jehovah, ^jirovidcd they can trace but the “shadow of the shade” of an argu- 
ment in favour of their extravagant and most unscriptural invention, that 
Christ is the Almighty. How can they— -how dare they so liorribly profane 
itie of • ;i.' wh.or: ife- 

die equal of .ji iiovah ■'*' ' h. ] 

hovuhvXvibo ha-, hut cm? n^toivV v inch Las o.'.lLing hpuiaii^ im; .o- il;> ‘ c 
iiitcb is au iiisianee of flie liu’-.'ir.ii-ic foliy ot the system/ w-»uki redact 
the oiifnipoteiu to the coiMliUou of a man. four.«h*d on a n niiig ti anslation, 
and by critics wHo are proud of’their learning ; and yet does the same critic, 
who is guilty of this, and tlie othcivolfcnces, proved against him in this note, 
speak of Unitarians, as having a shew of learning, without the reality, {oj 
which the Itlxanii/fsr affords such a signed proof) of referring U) authors un- 
examined aiulniintried, (to liishop Viull, for instance^) of a bold contempt ol 
all the rules of legitimate criticism, (borrowed from Gricsbach icithout ademnu- 
ledgmcnlf) and an ai/kiety only 10 dazzle uninformed readers, (^lihe the sub- 
scribers to the Christian Examiner.) Tlie ciilic, who drew this picture, seem: 
to have sat for liis own likeness, and being dissatisjficd wilji the fidelity o 
the resemblance, be hangs it up for public exhibition, and calls out, Jlcholi 
a UnilaHan ! 

It is left to the candid reader of this note, “ to estimate as he may, tin 
critical accuracy, and the critical honesty of Hr. D.” and of the Clnistiai 
Examiner. 


Ill all tlicoc 


places, it wAjja-ibi-. 










